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TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 

Pursuant t o  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  of Sec t i on  113(a)  and 810(e)  o f  t h e  f ious inq 
and Community Development Ac t  o f  1974, as amended, and Sec t i on  312(k) o f  t h e  
Housing Ac t  of 1964, as amended, I am pleased t o  f o rwa rd  t o  vou t h e  
Department ’s 1983 Consol i  dated Annual Report  on t h e  Depar tment ’s  ma jo r  
Community development Drograms. I n f o r m a t i o n  i s  i nc l uded  on t h e  Community 
Development B lock  Grant  (CDBG), Urban Development A c t i o n  Gran t  (UDAG), Ren ta l  
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Demonstrat ion,  Sec t ion  312 R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Loan, and Urban 
Homestead i ng P r o  grams 

The 1983 Consol idated Annual l i epo r t  t o  Conqress on Community Development 
Programs p reserves  t h e  s t r eam l i ned  r e p o r t i n g  f o rma t  i n i t i  a t ed  1 a s t  year The 
programs discussed i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  a s s i s t  S ta tes  and communit ies i n  meet ing  
l o c a l l y - d e f i n e d  c o r n u n i t y  development needs and problems. They p r o v i d e  
f u n d i n g  f o r  community r e v i t a l i z a t i o n ,  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  hous ing  and m o p e r t v ,  
and c r e a t i o n  o f  bus iness o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and jobs., T h i s  r e p o r t  covers ma,jor 
t o p i c s  and issues r e 1  ated t o  t h e  imp1 ementat ion o f  communitv d e v e l o m e n t  
programs d u r i n g  F i s c a l  Year 1982 and surveys t h e  lonq- te rm t r ends  assoc ia ted  
w i t h  these programs 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1983 REPORT TO CONGRESS ON COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

This repor t  t o  Congress describes and analyzes actions and a c t i v i t i e s  which 
were undertaken i n  FY 1982 t o  meet the purposes and l e g i s l a t i v e  object ives o f  
the f o l l  owing community devel opment programs abni n i  stered by the U.S. 
Department o f  Housing and Urban Development (HUD): 

(1)  the Community Devel opment B1 ock Grant (CDBG') En t i  tl ement 
Program; 

(2 )  the CDBG S m a l l  C i t i e s  Program; 
the  Urban Development Act ion Grant (UDAG) Program; 
the Rental Rehabil i t a t i o n  Program Demonstration; 

( 3 )  
( 4 )  
( 5 )  the  Urban Homesteading Program; and 
(6) the Section 312 Rehabi l i ta t ion Loan Program. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS: Ent i t lement Program - 
Recent I n i t i a t i v e s .  I n  FY 1982, HUD and CDBG ent i t lement grantees began 
imp1 ementati on o f  the 1981 Congressional ly-mandated changes t o  the CDBG 
Ent i t lement program. The most s i g n i f i c a n t  imnediate e f f e c t  o f  the 1981 
Amenbnents t o  the Housing and Community Development Act as they re l a ted  t o  the 
CDBG ent i t lement program was a reduction o f  approximately 80 percent i n  the 
paperwork grantees are required t o  submit t o  the Department i n  order t o  
receive t h e i r  grants. 

Since the passage o f  the 1981 Amendments, there has been no s i g n i f i c a n t  
substantive change i n  l oca l  CDBG a c t i v i t i e s ,  p r i o r i t i e s ,  o r  practices. Based 
on ent i t lement communities' 1982 projected use o f  funds and discussions w i t h  
l oca l  o f f i c ia ls ,  i t  i s  evident t h a t  ent i t lement communities have made on ly  
marginal and incremental changes i n  the a c t i v i t i e s  they support w i t h  CDBG 
funds, where those a c t i v i t i e s  are located, and which o f  t he  three broad 
national ob jec t i  ves they address. 

Funding Levels and Expenditure Rates. From 1975 through 1982, the CDBG 
program di  s t r i  buted $26 ./ b i l l i o n  t o  ent i t lement c i t i e s  and counties, small 
c i t i e s ,  States, and Secretary's Fund and Financial  Settlement Fund grantees 
f o r  comnunity development a c t i v i t i e s .  CDBG grantees had spent a t o t a l  o f  
$20.9 b i l l i o n  of ava i lab le  Block Grant funds as of September 30, 1982. This 
represented a cumulative expenditure r a t e  o f  79.5 percent o f  a l l  CDBG funds 
obl igated t o  grantees by HUD since the i n i  ti a t i on  of the program. 

Congress appropriated $3.456 b i l l i o n  f o r  the  CDBG program i n  FY 1982, 6.5 
percent less than i n  1981. As a r e s u l t  o f  modi f icat ions i n  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  
o f  CDBG funds among the component parts o f  t he  CDBG program produced by the  
1981 Amencbnents, the Ent i t lement program received $2.38 b i l l i o n  i n  FY 1982, a 
decl ine o f  approximately 10.8 percent from 1981. Expenditures f o r  the 
Ent i t lement program i n  FY 1982 were $2.74 b i l l i o n  o r  the equivalent o f  about 
115 percent o f  the 1982 funds appropriated. I n  other words, through the  
expenditure of unexpended funds from previous pro ram years, i n  FY 1982, 

t o  them for  t h a t  spec i f ic  year. A sizeable unexpended balance o f  funds from 
previous years meant, however, t h a t  much o f  the  FY 1982 CDBG appropr iat ion was 
not  ac tua l l y  spent i n  t h a t  year. 

en t i  tl ement comnuni t i e s  ac tua l l y  expended more CDBG ? unds than were a1 located 
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Since 1975, there has been a steady increase i n  the number o f  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  
q u a l i f y i n g  f o r  CDBG ent i t lement  status. I n  1975, 594 ent i t lement  c i t i e s  and 
urban counties were e l i g i b l e  fo r  the Ent i t lement program. By 1982, t h i s  
f i g u r e  had increased by 23 percent t o  732 e l i g i b l e  ent i t lement  c i t i e s  and 
counties. I n  1982, 54 c i t i e s  and ten urban counties newly q u a l i f i e d  f o r  
ent i t lement  s ta tus as a r e s u l t  o f  populat ion increases and new SMSA 
desi gnations i ndicated by 1980 census data. 

Local Uses o f  Funds. I n  1982, ent i t lement communities continued program 
emphases begun i n  recent years. Housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and publ i c  works- 
r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t i e s  continued t o  be the major th rus ts  o f  the program. As i n  
past  years, ent i t lement  communities (ent i t lement c i t i e s  and urban count ies)  
pro jec ted spending more 1982 funds f o r  housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and re1 ated 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  $885 m i l l i o n  o r  35 percent o f  ava i lab le  resources, than on any 
o ther  type o f  a c t i v i t y .  Publ ic  works and in f ras t ruc tu re- re1  ated a c t i v i t i e s  
and improvements were projected t o  receive approximately $579 m i l l  i o n  o r  23 
percent o f  1982 funds. Rehab i l i t a t ion  a c t i v i t i e s  and economic development 
pro jec ts  ( e i gh t  percent of a l l  funds) are  projected t o  receive l a rge r  shares 
o f  1982 l o c a l  CDBG ent i t lement  budgets, wh i le  r e l a t i v e  funding f o r  other 
a c t i v i t i e s  are expected t o  decl i n e  o r  remain the same. 

There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence between the pa t te rn  o f  projected 1982 
spendi ng i n ent i t lement  c i t i e s  and urban counties. I n  e n t i  tl ement c i t i e s  , the 

shpre o f  funds /36 percent) was pro'ected t o  be spent on 
re&!&qfitation, and a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  smaller share (2  3 perce@) was assigned-to 
l a  

pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements. I n  urban count1 es, the re1 at1 ve 
magnitudes of the two categories were reversed; publ i c  f a c i l  i t i e s  and 
improvements were pro jec ted t o  receive a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  1 arger share o f  1982 
funds (38 percent) than r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  (28 percent). Ent i t lement 
c i t i e s  also budgeted s l i g h t l y  l a r g e r  shares o f  t h e i r  funds, about f o u r  t o  f i v e  
percent more of t h e i r  respect ive to ta ls ,  t o  pub l ic  serv ices and acqu i s i t i on  
and c l  earance-re1 ated pro jec ts  than d i d  the urban counties. 

Due t o  the submission schedule fo r  Grantee Performance Reports (GPRs), the 
most recent ava i lab le  data r e l a t e d  t o  actual expenditures i n  the ent i t lement  
program cover program year 1980. Analysis o f  t ha t  in format ion y i e l d s  two 
conclusions. F i r s t ,  no s i g n i f i c a n t  aggregate s h i f t  occurred i n  the amount of 
ent i t lement  funds budgeted t o  an a c t i v i t y  a t  the beginning o f  the 1980 program 
year and what was spent on t h a t  a c t i v i t y  a t  the end o f  t h a t  year, thereby 
i n d i c a t i n g  the r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  the f ind ings re l a ted  t o  1982 pro jec ted 
funding. Second, the proport ions o f  e n t i  tl ement funds expended by a c t i  v i t y  
and nat ional  ob jec t ive  i n  the 1980 program year were essen t i a l l y  the same as 
the proport ions projected f o r  1982, i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  r e l a t i v e l y  l i m i t e d  
substanti  ve changes have occurred i n the p r i  o r i  t i e s  o f  e n t i  tl ement 
c m u n i  t ies .  
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS: Small C i t i e s  Proaram 

Recent I n i t i a t i v e s .  Before FY 1982, the Small C i t i e s  Program was administered 
so le l y  by HUD . Ci t ies ,  townships, counties, and other governmental bodies 
such as regional planning agencies appl ied d i r e c t l y  t o  HUD f o r  grants. I n  FY 
1982, the program changed s i g n i f i c a n t l y  as 36 States and Puerto Rico chose t o  
administer t h e i r  own programs. This oppor tun i ty  was achieved by the Omnibus 
Budget Reconc i l ia t ion Act  o f  1981 which allowed HUD t o  t r ans fe r  cont ro l  of the  
program t o  States which chose t o  p a r t i c i  pate. P a r t i c i  p a t i  ng States were 91 ven 
funds t o  r e d i s t r i b u t e  as they saw f i t  w i t h i n  general Congressional gui d e l l  nes. 

The State  t r ans fe r  was no t  the only change. The app l i ca t ion  process was 
g rea t l y  simp1 i f i e d  f o r  appl icants f o r  HUD-administered grants i n  the 14 States 
which d i d  not  administer t h e i r  own grants. I n  addit ion, the number o f  grant  
se lec t ion  f ac to r s  was reduced from e igh t  t o  three. The consequence of t h i s  
s imp l i f i ca t i on  was a considerable reduct ion o f  the burden on l oca l  
governments. 

Funding Patterns. $1.02 b i l l i o n  was a l loca ted  t o  the Small C i t i e s  Program i n  
i s  amount, $763 m i l l i o n  was d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  the 36 States and 

Eer?t2*RicOd % ch admi n i  s t e r  t h e i r  own programs and $257 m i l  1 i o n  was 
d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  grantees i n  the 14 States f o r  which HUD administered the 
program. 

State-Program Character ist ics.  States which chose t o  administer t h e i r  own 
pro rams used ex1 s t i  ng State agencies, o f t en  suppl emented w i t h  add i t iona l  

The States a lso conducted extensive 
outreach a c t i v i t i e s  i n  the design and implementation o f  the program. With the 
exception of Ohio, which a l located funds by formulas, a l l  States used the 
competi t ive process t o  award grants and a1 1 ocate funds. The sel e c t i  ve fac to rs  
used i n  the competit ions varied, but  most States included p ro j ec t  impact, 
comnuni ty  needs, bene f i t  t o  1 ow- and moderate-income persons, and 1 everagi ng 
of other funds as c r i t e r i a .  The States d i d  not  encounter major problems w i t h  
t h e i r  se lec t ion  systems, a1 though most States an t i c ipa te  r e f i n i n g  t h e i r  
systems i n  FY 1983. 

s t a  9 f, t o  administer the programs. 

Sta te  Program Performance. State performance was characterized by several 
di t terences from HUD admin is t ra t ion o f  previous years. There was a 63 percent 
increase i n  appl icat ions,  a 75 percent increase i n  the number o f  grants 
awarded, and a 55 percent decrease i n  the average grant  size. The States a lso 
var ied i n  t h e i r  development strategies. Some States chose t o  ta rge t  grants t o  
the  neediest communities and, therefore, seek maximum impact i n  a l i m i t e d  
number of areas. Other States chose t o  award grants t o  many, i f  not  a l l  
appl icants. Th is  s t ra tegy resu l ted  i n  prov id ing small awards f o r  many 
communities. Most States chose development s t ra teg ies between these two 
extremes. 

A c t i v i t i e s  Funded by the States. Another important change was i n  the funded 
act1 v i  t i es .  Under HUD admin is t ra t ion i n  FY 1981, 43 percent of the grant  went 
t o  housing, 30 percent f o r  pub l ic  f a c i l i t i e s ,  23 percent f o r  m u l t i - a c t i v i t y  
grants, and 4 percent f o r  economic development. I n  FY 1982, the  States 
a l t e red  t h i s  trend. Forty-seven percent o f  the grants went t o  pub l i c  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  24 percent t o  mu1 t i - a c t i v i t y  grants, 17 percent t o  economic 
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development, and 12 percent t o  housing-related activities. The States also 
awarded grants for p l ann ing  and public, service activities which had not 
previously been funded by HUD. 

Communities Funded by States There were no major changes i n  the types of 
c i t ies  funded by the States as contrasted t o  the ci t ies  funded by HUD. There 
were, however, some minor changes. Cities w i t h  populations between 2,500 and 
10,000 received 25 percent of the grants i n  FY 1982 after receiving 31 percent 
i n  FY 1981. Cities under 1,000 jumped from a 16 percent share of the grants 
t o  a 23 percent share. Other categories had changes of three percent o r  
less. The needs of the cit ies also varied. Smaller c i t ies  received more 
funds  for pub1 i c  f ac i l  i t ies t h a n  1 arger cit ies received. However, housing and 
economic development were more important t o  the larger c i t ies  t h a n  t o  the 
small er ones. 

HUD-Admi n i  stered Small Cities Program The HUD-admini stered portion of the 
program a1 so received an increase i n  applications. While applications were up 
nine percent, the number of awards was down 29 percent, the average grant size 
increased by 11 percent over FY 1981. Single purpose grants comprised 45 
percent of the awards and 37 percent of the funds,  while comprehensive grants 
totaled 55 percent of the awards and 63 percent of the funds. Four- fif ths of 
the grants were awarded t o  mun i  ci  pal i t i  es w i t h  townshi ps, counties, and other 
governmental bodi es recei v i  ng the remai n i  ng one-f i f t h .  The t o t a l  amount of 
grant  funds for the 14 States declined 28 percent from FY 1981 t o  FY 1982. 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANTS 

Recent Developments. In  FY 1982, the Department concentrated the Action Grant 
program more fu l ly  on economic development activities t h a t  create new perman- 
ent jobs and increase local t a x  bases, strengthened operating procedures t o  
assure grants are the least amount necessary t o  make the project feasible, and 
broadened the field office role i n  a l l  stages of the Action Grant program. 

Program Operations. In FY 1982, $422 mil l ion  of Action Grant funds were 
approved for award t o  371 projects, leveraging $2.5 b i l l i o n  i n  private sector 
investment. ( A n  add i t iona l  $14 mill ion i n  Action Grant funds were awarded i n  
FY 1982 for  second phase f u n d i n g  of 3 projects announced i n  FY 1981.) Planned 
benefits i ncl ude 55,000 new permanent jobs and $43 mil 1 ion  i n  annual increased 
t a x  revenues. Small c i t ies  received 39 percent of a l l  FY 1982 projects 
announced, though  only 18 percent of Action Grant dollars. The percentage of 
funds going t o  small c i t ies  i s  low i n  FY 1982 primarily because HUD announced 
five large c i t y  rounds, b u t  just four small c i ty  rounds dur ing  the year. 

Cumulatively through the end of FY 1982, 1,453 projects were active or com- 
pleted, i n v o l v i n g  $2.4 b i l l i o n  of Action Grant funds ,  $14.1 b i l l i o n  of private 
funds, and $1.5 b i l l i o n  of other public money, most from local governments. 
Small ci t ies have received 42 percent of a l l  awards and 22 percent of UDAG 
funds for the program as a whole. 

For a l l  projects, 340,000 planned new jobs are expected, 60 percent of which 
are for  low- and moderate-income people. Eighty thousand jobs  are already i n  
place. Planned t a x  increases for  a l l  projects t o t a l  $381 million a year; $41 



m i l l i o n  have already been received. For completed projects, UDAG has lever-  
aged 11 % more p r i va te  investment than o r i g i n a l  l y  anticipated. 

I n  recent years there has been a substant ia l  increase i n  the number o f  pro- 
j e c t s  w i  t h  p l  anned m i  nor1 ty  par t ic ipat ion,  reachi ng 30% f o r  m i  no r i  ty construc- 
t i o n  a c t i v i t y  and 23% f o r  m inor i t y  business pa r t i c i pa t i on  i n  1981 and 1982. 

Program Development. Cumulatively, i n  p ro jec ts  w i t h  signed grant agreements, 
-anned Act ion Grant do l l a r s  have been drawn down as o f  the 
end o f  FY 1982, according t o  program records; and 64 percent o f  the committed 
p r i va te  do l l a r s  have been expended. Construction i s  underway i n  49 percent o f  
the projects, and completed i n  30 percent. For the program as a whole, 197 
pro jects  have reached close-out and another 83 are completed. 

Pro jec t  Character ist ics.  F i f t y- n ine  percent o f  Act ion Grant funds support 
comnerci a1 devel opment, 26 percent support i ndust r i  a1 devel opment, and f i  f teen 
percent are f o r  housing development. Among commercial projects, r e t a i l  and 
o f f i ce  space have been the most frequent development a c t i v i t i e s  though there 
i s  wide d ive rs i t y .  Indust r ies  involved are also a diverse group--most often 
inc lud ing food and food products, non-electr ical  machinery, and fabr icated 
metal products. 

I n  UDAG projects, 81 percent o f  the development i s  supported by p r i va te  
investors. Act ion Grant funds cont r ibute  13 percent o f  the development costs, 
an! they are most pfsen used by communities t o  provide d i r e c t  incent ives t o  
p r i va te  sector par t ic ipants ,  p r i n c i p a l l y  i n  the form o f  loans and, t o  a lesser  
degree, land writedowns and i n te res t  subsidies. A quarter o f  the funds have 
been used f o r  in f ras t ruc tu re  required t o  support development, such as s t r e e t  
repair ,  o r  water and sewer construction; although t h i s  ropor t ion has dro ed 
subs tan t ia l l y  i n  recent years. Overall s i x  percent o r  the funding fo r  I g A G  
pro jects  has come from publ ic  sources other  than Act ion Grants, p r i n c i p a l l y  
from l oca l  governments. 

Consistent w i t h  1 egi  sl at1 ve and regul a tory  gui d e l i  nes , pro jects  have been 
concentrated i n  the most d istressed e l i g i b l e  c i t i e s .  Among la rge  c i t y  grant 
awards, 64 percent of a l l  projects and 62 percent o f  a l l  funds went t o  the 
one- thi r d  most d istressed e l  i g i  bl e c i t i e s  . Among small c i  t i e s  awards, 43 
percent of a l l  pro jects  and 41 percent o f  a l l  funds went t o  the one- third most 
d istressed e l i g i b l e  comnunities. 

REHABILITATION PROGRAMS 

Rental Rehab i l i ta t ion  Program Demonstration. The Rental Rehab i l i ta t ion  
Program Demonstration i s  a precursor o f  the Administrat ion'  s proposed Rental 
Rehab i l i ta t ion  Program. The Demonstration i s  designed t o  encourage loca l  
governments t o  use Community Development Block Grant funds for  the 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of ren ta l  propert ies and i s  based on the premise t h a t  the 
ren ta l  subsidy t o  tenants should be separated from the subsidy for  
r e h a b i l i t a t i n g  the property. This separation o f  subsidies i s  a departure from 
most other pub1 i c l y  funded housing programs. 
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Currently, 14 State governments and 185 l oca l  governments are operat ing 
1 ocal l y  designed Demonstrati on programs. These communi ti es have budgeted more 
than $45 m i l l i o n  from t h e i r  CDBG grants t o  the Demonstration and expect t o  
r e h a b i l i t a t e  more than 11,000 un i t s  o f  ren ta l  housing. To enable these u n i t s  
t o  be rehab i l i t a ted  w i t h  minimum displacement o f  cu r ren t  low- and moderate- 
income tenants, HUD i s  a l l oca t i ng  more than 6,500 Section 8 Ex i s t i ng  Housing 
Cer t i f i ca tes  t o  the 199 pa r t i c i pa t i ng  communities f o r  use i n  the 
Demonstrati on. 

As of January 1983, the communities pa r t i c i pa t i ng  i n  the Dembnstration had 
completed o r  had under construct ion approximately 330 u n i t s  and had funded o r  
selected another 630 un i ts .  F i r s t  round comnunities, i.e,, those selected i n  
September 1981, have approximately one-half o f  the u n i t s  they expect t o  
r e h a b i l i t a t e  i n  some stage of processing. The second round communities, i .e. , 
those selected i n  August 1982, have had l ess  t ime t o  implement t h e i r  
programs. These comnuni t i e s  have selected, funded, completed, o r  have under 
construct ion approximately three percent o f  the u n i t s  they expect t o  produce. 

Although the experience t o  date i s  l imi ted,  the Demonstration appears t o  have 
rehab i l i t a ted  u n i t s  a t  a pub l i c  cost  o f  approximately $4,300 per u n i t  and t o  
have leveraged $1.50 o f  p r i va te  funds for  each $1.00 o f  pub l i c  funds. Both 
the per-uni t  pub l i c  cost  and the leveraging r a t i o  compare favorably w i t h  other 
Federally-funded housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  e f f o r t s .  

A ses$m n t$  o f  the Demonstration by l oca l  coordinators responsible f o r  
been pos i t ive .  They stress the 

advantages o f  having l oca l  contro yenera1li over t e se lect ion o f  the propert ies t o  be 
a&ni n i  seer1 n the program have 

rehab i l i t a ted  and the pract ices and procedures t o  be followed i n  the 
Demonstration. 

Urban Homesteading Program. There were no l e g i s l a t i v e  changes made i n  the 
Drban Homesteading program i n  FY 1982. The Department d i d  i n i t i a t e  several 
admin is t ra t ive changes r e l a t i n g  t o  in te rna l  cont ro l  , s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  and 
stream1 i n i n g  of program regulat ions and appl i c a t i o n  procedures, and 
improvement of program monitor ing and compliance. The Department also 
imp1 emented an 1 nter im r u l e  which increased the 1 i kel  i hood t h a t  comnuni t i e s  
could use Veteran's Administrat ion and Farmers Home Administrat ion propert ies 
i n  t h e i r  homesteading programs , thereby increasing the supply o f  propert ies 
ava i lab le  for  homesteading. F ina l l y ,  a Departmental decis ion t o  concentrate 
s ing le  f a m i l y  Section 312 Rehab i l i ta t ion  loans i n  homesteading areas fo r  FY 
1982 expanded the a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  t h a t  form o f  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  f inancing f o r  
the year. 

Since 1975, Congress has appropriated $55 m i l l i o n  f o r  the Section 810 
program. A balance o f  unexpended appropriat ions permit ted HUD t o  operate the 
program a t  e x i s t i n g  l eve l s  wi thout appropriat ions from FY 1980 through FY 
1982. As o f  the end o f  FY 1982, 84.8 percent o f  Section 810 appropriat ions 
had been spent. 

With the ent ry  of 11 new comnunities i n t o  the program, a t o t a l  o f  107 c i t i e s  
and counties had HUD-approved Urban Homesteading programs by the  end of FY 
1982. Ninety-one of these comnunities possessed ac t i ve  programs i n  FY 1982. 
Seventy- three comnuni t i e s  had acquired new homesteading proper t ies  from any 
source dur ing the year. 
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Between 1976 and the end of FY 1982, local Urban Homesteading programs had 
acquired 7,115 properties from a l l  sources. Communities used Section 810 
funds t o  reimburse appropriate Federal agencies for 6,233 of those 
properties. HUD-owned Section 810 properties constituted 87 percent of all  
properties acquired, and 1 ocal ly-acquired properties made up another ten 
percent. Communities acquired 982 properties from a l l  sources dur ing  FY 1982 
of which 78 percent were HUD-owned Section 810 properties. 

Through FY 1982, communities had transferred 84 percent of a l l  homesteading 
properties t o  homesteaders (pending successful compl etion of a1 1 program 
requirements), and 76 percent were actually occupied by homesteaders. 
Rehabilitation had begun on 81 percent of the properties and had been 
completed on 65 percent. Fee simple conveyance, which marks the completion of 
the minimum three-year conditional conveyance and occupancy period, had 
occurred i n  29 percent of a l l  homesteading properties. 

Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan Program. The Housing and Comnunity 
Development Amendments o f  1981 extended the Section 312 program through the 
end of FY 1983. The Department has proposed termination of the program i n  
1984. Congress d i d  n o t  appropriate any fund ing  for  the program i n  FY 1982. 
Rather, Section 312 was operated entirely from loan repayments and other 
income recoveries. Funding available for loans for FY 1982 was $68.1 million; 
loan reservations for the year were $49.4 million. 

The Department ini t iated two major departures i n  the Section 312 program 
dur ing  FY 1982. First, the De artment shifted the focus of the program from 

fund ing  i n  homesteading areas. As a result,  multifamily loans constituted 81 
percent of the Section 312 loan amounts obligated, and the remainder went t o  
si ngl e fami ly  1 oans i n  urban homesteading areas. 

The second departure was the introduction of variable interest  rates i n  the 
program. Prior t o  FY 1982, a l l  Section 312 loans were made a t  three percent 
interest. In t h a t  year, while al l  Section 312 loans were st i l l  made a t  below 
market interest rates, the only loans made a t  the three percent rate were 
those single family loans made t o  persons whose family incomes fe l l  a t  or 
below 80 percent of the area median income. About  73 percent of the FY 1982 
single family loans were given out t o  low- and moderate-income households a t  
the three percent rate, and 26 percent were lent  a t  11 percent. Multifamily 
loans were t o  bear an 11 percent rate, except where private subsidies equalled 
or exceeded Section 312 f u n d i n g  i n  which case the interest rate would be five 
percent. The 11 and five percent loans constituted 68 and 32 percent, 
respectively, of Section 312 mu1 tifamily loan amounts. 

single family t o  multifamily P oans and concentrated a l l  the single family 

The Department made 757 Section 312 loans during FY 1982 of which 502 (66 
percent) were single family loans i n  support of urban homesteading and 255 (34 
percent) were mu1 tifamily loans. These loans will eventually contribute t o  
the rehabilitation of 4,383 dwelling units. 

Fewer comnunities participated i n  the Section 312 program i n  FY 1982 than had 
done so the previous year--549 i n  FY 1981 and 159 i n  FY 1982. Most o f  the 
funding  obligated during FY 1982 went t o  metropolitan c i t i es ,  local i t ies  w i t h  
populat ions of 100,000 or more, and distressed comnunities. 
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CHAPTER 1: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS: 
Background and E n t i  tl ement Program 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter repor ts  on the Comnunity Development Block Grant (CDBG) program 
dur ing the 1982 f i s c a l  year and sumnarizes i t s  cur rent  s ta tus i n  terms of 
pat terns and trends over i t s  e i gh t  year h is tory .  While t h i s  chapter contains 
budget and sumnary informat ion on the t o t a l  CDBG program, i t  focuses p r i m a r i l y  
on the operation o f  the  Ent i t lement por t ion  o f  t h a t  program. 

The informat ion i n  the chapter i s  organized around f i v e  major topics: Recent 
program developments, grantee pa r t i c i pa t i on  and funding patterns, l oca l  use o f  
ent i t lement funds, program monitor ing a c t i v i t i e s ,  and the closeout of 
comnuni ty development projects. 

OVERVIEW 

The CDBG program i s  the U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development's 
p r i nc ipa l  program t o  ass i s t  l oca l  governments i n  addressing t h e i r  l o c a l l y  
def  i ned comnuni ty devel opment needs and probl  ems. The CDBG program was 
establ ished by the Housing and Comnunity Development Act  o f  1974 which 
consolidated seven major community devel opment-re1 ated, categor ical  grant- in-  
a i d  programs. 

From 1975 through 1982, the CDBG rogram d i s t r i bu ted  $26.7 b i l l i o n  t o  

and Financial  Settlement Fund grantees for  comnunity development a c t i v i t i e s  
and gave them broad d isc re t ion  i n  determining the scope and content o f  l oca l  
programs. O f  t h i s  amount, ent i t lement comnunities received $20.3 b i l l i o n  o r  
76 percent o f  a l l  CDBG appropriations. I n  FY 1982, the CDBG appropr iat ion was 
$3.456 b i l l i o n .  * Of t h i s  amount, $1.965 b i l l i o n  was a l located t o  ent i t lement 
c i t i e s ,  $415 m i l l i o n  t o  ent i t lement urban counties, $1.020 b i l l i o n  t o  small 
c i t i e s  (and States); and $56 m i l l i o n  f o r  the  Secretary's Fund. 

ent i t lement c i t i e s  and counties, smal ! c i t i e s ,  States, and Secretary's Fund 

Since 1975, there has been a steady increase i n  the number o f  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  
qual i fy ing f o r  CDBG ent i t lement status. I n  1975, 594 ent i t lement c i t i e s  and 
urban counties were e l i g i b l e  f o r  the ent i t lement  program. By 1982, t h i s  
f igure had increased by 23 percent t o  732 e l i g i b l e  ent i t lement c i t i e s  and 
counties. I n  1982 alone, an addi t ional  54 c i t i e s  and ten urban counties 
qua l i f i ed  for  ent i t lement  status as a r e s u l t  o f  populat ion increases and new 
SMSA designations ind icated by 1980 census data. As a r e s u l t  o f  the increase 
i n  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  qua l i f y i ng  f o r  ent i t lement status, a change i n  the 
ent i t lement and small c i t i e s  a l l oca t i on  d i s t r i b u t i o n  system, and the overa l l  
reduct ion i n  the amount of funds appropriated f o r  the CDBG program i n  FY 1982, 
near ly  a l l  FY 1982 CDBG ent i t lement grants were smaller than i n  FY 1981 w i th  
approximately 75 percent o f  the grants reduced from 10 t o  17 percent. 

CDBG grantees have spent a t o t a l  o f  $20.9 b i l l i o n  o f  ava i lab le  Block Grant 
funds as o f  September 30, 1982. This represented 79.5 percent o f  a l l  funds 
obl igated t o  grantees by HUD since the i n i t i a t i o n  o f  the  program. The 
spending r a t e  for  the Ent i t lement program was 80.5 percent; f o r  the Small 
C i t i e s  program, 75.6 percent; f o r  the Secretary's Fund, 78.3 percent; and for  
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Financial Settlement, 84 percent. In FY 1982, entitlement communities 
expended CDBG funds a t  an average rate of 115 percent of their annual g ran t  
amount. Program maturity and the availability of unexpended funds from 
previous years contributed t o  this result. 

In 1981, important statutory and regulatory changes were made i n  the CDBG 
entitlement program. Analysis of available information indicates t h a t  these 
changes have dramatically simp1 ified program administration b u t  t h a t  
entitlement communities have not  substantially a1 tered the substence or  thrust 
of previously established local programs. Several factors account fo r  this 
development: The CDBG entitlement program has become stable and 
institutionalized a t  the local level; the 1981 statutory changes came too late 
t o  affect, i n  any major respect, local CDBG planning and development systems 
i n  1982; the absence o f  f inal  regulations implementing the 1981 statutory 
changes encouraged a cautious approach by local officials; and the declining 
sizes of 1982 grants provided entitlement comnunities w i t h  relatively limited 
resources t o  undertake substantively different types o f  projects or approaches 
beyond what had been funded i n  recent years. As a result, entitlement 
comnuni t ies have made incremental and marginal adjustments t o  their programs 
since the 1981 statutory and regulatory changes. 

The most significant impact t o  date of the 1981 amendments has been t o  
simplify dramatically the appl ica t ion  and review process entitlement 
cornunities follow. The number of reviews which 1 ocal i t i e s  planned programs 
must under o has been reduced as has the time required for those reviews. The 
Objectives" and "Projected Use of Funds'' has produced one of the most 
significant effects of the 1981 statutory changes. In 1982, the entire 
submission package submitted by a representative sample of entitlement c i t ies  
averaged 15 pages. In contrast, the 1981 annual applications submitted by 
these same cornunities averaged 80 pages. Al though  the size of the 
entitlement program front-end submissions has been reduced by 80 percent, 
local officials reported t h a t  they st i l l  follow locally designed and 
establ i shed practices and procedures t o  pl an and imp1 ement their comnuni ty 
devel opment programs. 

In  1982 entitlement communities continued program trends present since 1977. 
Rehabilitation-related activities and pub l i c  faci l i t ies  and improvements 
continue t o  receive major program support .  They were, i n  the aggregate, 
al 1 ocated approximate1 y $885 m i  11 ion ( 35 percent of avai 1 abl e funds ) and $740 
million (23 percent), respectively, and together account for 58 percent of 
1982 CDBG entitlement planned spending. No other type or program activity 
received more t h a n  $214 million i n  1982 entitlement funding.  There i s  
evidence, however, t o  indicate t h a t  there has been some shif t  by entitlement 
communities toward increased emphasis and spending on economic development i n  
the las t  few years. 

According t o  local officials, 90 percent of program year 1980 expenditures 
benefitted low- and moderate-income persons, and eight percent was directed t o  
preventing or eliminating slums and b l i g h t .  Only a small percentage, 
approximately $1 mi l l ion ,  was used t o  meet urgent community development needs. 

rep1 acemen ? of the CDBG application w i t h  a "Statement of Community Development 
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I n  FY 1982, the  Department emphasized In tens ive and Program Accountabi l i ty  
Moni tor ing o f  CDBG ent i t lement grantees. During the  year, 576 ent i t lement 
comnunities were monitored. O f  these, 277 (48 percent) were in tens ive ly  
monitored, near ly twice the planned goal. The most frequent 1982 substantive 
and procedural moni tor ing f indings re l a ted  t o  the  operation o f  l oca l  
rehabi l  i t a t i o n  programs and the program accountabil i ty review areas. 

The trend away from the use of CDBG grant  condi t ions continued i n  FY 1982. 
Only three percent o f  the FY 1982 ent i t lement  grants were condit ioned 
p r ima r i l y  for  HAP and aud i t  f indings.  I n  addi t ion,  ten grantees had t h e i r  
grants p a r t i a l l y  reduced as a r e s u l t  o f  aud i t  f indings.  

The Department made s i g n i f i c a n t  progress i n  FY 1982 i n  c los ing  ou t  o l d  
categor ical  programs and CDBG t r ans i t i ona l  ho ld  harmless grants. During 1982, 
40 categor ical  program grants were closed ou t  and on ly  39 such grants remain 
open. Progress was a lso made i n  c los ing  ou t  701 Planning Assistance and 
Neighborhood Sel f -He1 p Development program grants. I n  addit ion, over 1,170 
Hold Harmless grants were closed out  i n  FY 1982. 

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS 

This section o f  the  cha t e r  describes recent rogram develo ments i n  and the 
current  status o f  the t ommunity Development h o c k  Grant (ODBG) program and 
traces patterns and trends i n  program funding, par t i c ipa t ion ,  and 
expenditures. 

PROGRAM FUNDING AND EXPENDITURES 

CDBG Appropriations. Congress has appropriated more than $26.7 b i l l i o n  f o r  
the CDBG program i n  the e i g h t  years from 1975 through 1982. CDBG funding 
increased annually from FY 1975 t o  FY 1980. The FY 1979 and FY 1980 
Congressional a p ropr ia t ions  were less than the previously authorized leve l .  

unexpended balance o f  CDBG funds. I n  FY 1981, Congress again appropriated 
funds below both the Congressional author izat ion and the Administrat ion's 
requested funding 1 evel because o f  t h a t  con t i  nued concern. The CDBG component 
programs were a lso subject  t o  a cost-saving two percent across-the-board c u t  
i n  FY 1981 funds. Consequently, FY 1981 was the f i r s t  year t h a t  CDBG funding 
d i d  not  increase over the previous year 's funding. 

This was, i n  '1 arge part ,  due t o  Congressional concerns about the la rge  

I n  FY 1982, as p a r t  of the Administrat ion's overa l l  program t o  cont ro l  Federal 
government spending, the  CDBG appropr iat ion was reduced t o  $3.6 b i l l i o n .  The 
FY 1982 Appropriat ion Act  f u r t he r  required HUD t o  reduce i t s  t o t a l  budget by 
four percent, prov id ing t h a t  no appropr iat ion account, a c t i v i t y ,  program, o r  
p ro jec t  be reduced more than f i v e  percent o r  be terminated. As a resu l t ,  the 
Department reduced the  CDBG program by four  percent t o  $3.456 b i l l i o n .  
Overall, FY 1982 CDBG funding was 6.5 percent below the FY 1981 leve l .  

For FY 1983, the  overa l l  appropr iat ion l eve l  and the appropr iat ion l eve l s  f o r  
the ind iv idua l  CDBG component programs remained the same as the FY 1982 
1 evel s . 
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D i s t r i b u t i o n  of FY 1982 Appropriations. The 1982 a l l oca t i on  among the major mG program categories-- the tn t i t l ement  program, S m a l l  C i t i e s  program, and 
the Secretary's Discret ionary Fund--reflects reduced appropr iat ion l eve l s  and 
s ta tu to ry  changes i n  the way CDBG funds are a l located and d is t r ibuted.  Under 
p r i o r  law, appropriat ions which remained a f t e r  deducting amounts f o r  the metro 
small c i t i e s  set-aside and the Secretary's Discret ionary program were d iv ided 
80 percent fo r  ent i t lement comnunities and 20 percent f o r  non-metro small 
c i t i e s .  This resu l ted i n  a FY 1981 a l l oca t i on  o f  74.2 percent f o r  ent i t lement 
comnunities and 25.7 percent f o r  metro and non-metro small c i t i e s .  

Under the 1981 Amendments, amounts remaining a f t e r  funding the Secretary's 
Discret ionary Fund are a l located 70 percent t o  ent i t lement  comnunities 
(metropoli tan c i t i e s  and urban counties) and 30 percent f o r  use by small 
c i t i e s .  As a r e s u l t  of the a l loca t ion  changes and the reduct ion i n  
appropr iat ion levels,  ent i t lement program funding decl ined by $287 m i l l i o n  o r  
10.8 percent from 1981, whi le  funding for the new consolidated small c i t i e s  
program increased $94 m i l l i o n  o r  10 percent from 1981 leve ls .  

TABLE 1-1 
DISTRIBUTION OF CDBG FUNDS BY FISCAL YEAR 

(Dol lars i n  M i l l i o n s )  

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 

Comnuni t i e s  $2096 $2353 $2660 $2778 $2752 $2714 $2667 $2380 

__c------- 

Ent i t lement 

Metro C i t i e s  1558 1710 1906 2144 2209 2264 2222 1965 
Urban Counties 109 209 329 372 416 450 445 415 
Hold Harmless 429 434 425 262 127 0 0 0 

Small C i t i e s  259 345 438 628 797 955 926 1020 

Secretary's Fund' 27 53 51 94 101 71 102 56 

Financial  Settlement' 50 100 50 100 100 12 0 0 
Total Appropriat ions $2433 $2802 $3248 $3600 $3750 $3752 $3695 $3456 

Discret ionary grants from the Secretary's Fund are used t o  fund a va r i e t y  
o f  s ta tu  t o r i  1 y-def i ned pro jec ts  . * Grants from the Financial  Settlement Fund were awarded t o  comnunities 
between 1975 .and 1980 t o  ass i s t  i n  the closeout o f  p ro jec ts  previously 
approved under the categor ical  programs. 
Deta i l  does not add due t o  rounding. 

1 
and Development, Off ice o f  Management, Data  Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  
Div is ion.  Compiled by O f f i c e  o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

The r e l a t i v e  shares of the various program categories have s h i f t e d  since the 
beginning o f  the program. The proport ion o f  t o t a l  funds a l l o t t e d  t o  
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metropolitan ci t ies  has declined over the l i f e  of the program from 64 percent 
of a l l  CDBG funding  i n  FY 1975 t o  57 percent i n  FY 1982. The amount 
distributed t o  urban counties has tripled as a proportion of the t o t a l  
appropriat ion,  from four percent i n  FY 1975 t o  12 percent i n  FY 1982. This 
increase results primarily from the phase-in provisions of the 1974 Act t h a t  
brought jurisdictions which were previously inexperienced w i t h  Federal 
comnunity development programs gradually i n t o  fu l l  f u n d i n g  status. I t  a l so  
reflects the growth i n  the number of eligible urban counties. 

The significant growth i n  the small c i t ies  category has resulted from the 
phase-out of hold-harmless recipients between 1975 and 1979, and the  change i n  
allocation rules for FY 1982. Hold harmless recipients were small c i t ies  
temporarily entitled t o  CDBG funds as  a result of their past pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  
the seven categorical programs consolidated i n t o  the CDBG program. These 
ci t ies  received 18 percent of a l l  CDBG funds i n  1975 which  declined by stages 
after 1977 t o  zero i n  1980. Since most of the hold harmless f u n d i n g  moved 
i n t o  the small c i t ies  category, the amount going t o  the small c i t ies  component 
has grown steadily from 11 percent of a l l  funds i n  the first year t o  25 
percent i n  1981. The small c i t ies  proportion further increased i n  FY 1982 t o  
30 percent of a l l  CDBG funds  as a result of s ta tutory changes. 

Both  the Secretary's Fund and the Financial Settlement Fund have remained 
small elements of the Block Grant program. Over the l i f e  of the program, each 
has been allotted about  two percent of the program funds. Secretary's Fund 
rants.com rised 1.6 percent o f  the FY 198% qppropriation, The Housi and 

8omnuni ty  gevelopment Amendments of 1981 el i m i  nated the Financial Sett?%ment 
Fund. 

Current Levels of Program Expenditures, CDBG grantees spent a t o t a l  of $20.9 
bi l l ion  of  available Block Grant f u n d s  a s  of September 30, 1982. T h a t  
represented 79.5 percent of a l l  funds  obligated t o  grantees by HUD since the 
i n i t i a t i o n  of the program. 

Cumulative spending rates vary somewhat among CDBG program categories. As of 
September 30, 1981, the spending rate for the Entitlement program was 80.5 
percent; for  the Small Cities program, 75.6 percent; for the Secretary's Fund, 
78.3 percent; and for  Financial Settlement, 84 percent. 

A1 though  programnatic cumulative spending rates are uniformly h i g h ,  a sizeable 
unexpended balance existed i n  the Block Grant program a t  the end of FY 1982. 
As of September 30, 1982, $5.4 b i l l i o n  of cumulative Block Grant funds 
remained unspent; the unspent balance for  the largest .programmatic component, 
the Entitlement program (including hold harmless grantees), was $3.96 
b i l l  ion. This unexpended balance has been reduced considerably, however, i n  
recent years as more comnunities have shared smaller Block Grant 
appropriations and as communities have developed more establ i shed community 
development programs. For example, the unexpended balance for the Entitlement 
program a t  the end of FY 1982 was $380 million smaller t h a n  i t  had been a t  the 
end of the previous f iscal  year. During the FY 1982 fiscal year, entitlement 
comnunities (excluding ho ld  harmless recipients) expended Block Grant funds a t  
an average rate of 115 percent of their annual grant  amounts. 

5 



- -  

EFFECTS OF 1981 LEGISLATIVE CHANGES 

The Housing and Comnunity Development Amendments o f  1981 contained several 
s i g n i f i c a n t  Ent i t lement program-related changes i n  the Housing and Community 
Development Act  of 1974. These changes were signed i n t o  law on August 13, 
1981. The purpose of these changes was t o  reduce the admin is t ra t ive and 
paperwork requirements of the  CDBG Ent i t lement program and t o  increase l oca l  
d isc re t ion  i n  the operation o f  the program. I n  addit ion, HUD undertook 
admin is t ra t ive actions designed t o  deregulate and streamline the,  CDBG program. 

I n  FY 1982, as a r e s u l t  o f  Congressionally-mandated changes, HUD and CDBG 
grantees were given new ro les  and respons ib i l i t i es  i n  the CDBG program. This 
sect ion of the repor t  b r i e f l y  describes the e f f o r t s  by HUD and ent i t lement 
grantees t o  implement these changes and the e f f ec t s  o f  these e f f o r t s .  

Ent i t lement grantees d i d  not  make major program modif icat ions i n  1982. Most 
l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  repor t  that, i n  the short- run a t  least ,  they have maintained 
previously establ ished community development p r i o r i t i e s  and pract ices and have 
not  s i gn i f i can t l y  changed e i t h e r  the geographic areas where they spend the 
CDBG funds o r  the r e l a t i v e  proport ion o f  block grant funds a t t r i b u t e d  t o  each 
o f  the  three nat ional  objectives.* Overall, ent i t lement c i t i e s  and urban 
counties continue t o  spend increasing shares o f  t h e i r  CDBG resources on 
housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and, t o  a lesser  extent, economic development. Smaller 
shares are being a l located t o  p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements, acqu is i t i on  
and clearance, and the completion o f  categorical programs. 

Data f o r  t h i s  sect ion are drawn from two sources. Informat ion about the 
e f fec ts  of recent 1 egis1 a t i v e  changes was obtained through on- si te discussions 
w i t h  212 community development o f f i c i a l s  i n  50 ent i t lement communities, 170 
telephone interv iews w i th  loca l  o f f i c i a l s  i n  155 randomly selected ent i t lement 
c i t i e s  and urban counties, and an analysis o f  1982 program documents submitted 
by ent i t lement  communities. The estimates o f  projected and actual 
expenditures come from the CDBG Performance Monitoring and Eva1 ua t ion  
Databases maintained by the Off ice of Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

Submission Requirements. The 1981 Amendments s i g n i f i c a n t l y  changed the 
process of awarding grants t o  ent i t lement comnunities. One o f  the major 
changes replaced the - required mu1 t i - p a r t  app l icat ion w i t h  a 'Statement -of 
Comnunity Development Objectives and Projected Use o f  Funds." The l e g i s l a t i o n  
d i d  not  speci fy the content o r  format o f  the new submissions b u t  d id  requi re  
grantees t o  c e r t i f y  t h a t  the projected use o f  funds met spec i f i c  program 
requi  rements and conformed t o  a1 1 appl Scab1 e 1 aws. 

The Housing Assistance Plan (HAP) was also affected by the 1981 Amendments. 
While i t s  substance was not changed s i gn i f i can t l y ,  the HAP i s  no longer a p a r t  
of the CDBG submission. Instead, the annual HAP i s  separately submitted t o  
HUD f o r  approval, and the grantee c e r t i f i e s  i n  i t s  CDBG submission t h a t  i t  i s  
fo l1  owing a cur ren t l y  approved HAP. 

* 
The e f f e c t s  o f  spec i f i c  l e g i s l a t i v e  changes are described i n  more d e t a i l  i n  

the fo l low ing  subsection. 
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The most s i g n i f i c a n t  imnediate ef fect  of these changes has been t o  
dramat ical ly  reduce the s ize  o f  the documents which grantees must submit t o  
HUD. I n  1982, the  e n t i r e  submission package submitted by a sample o f  113 
ent i t lement c i t i e s  averaged 15 pages, an 80 percent reduct ion i n  the mean s ize  
(80 pages) of the 1981 submissions o f  those same grantees. (See Table 1-2.) 
The F ina l  Statements o f  Community Development Objectives and Projected Use of 
Funds por t ion  of the 1982 submission package ranged i n  length from one t o  55 
pages w i t h  a median o f  four  and a mean o f  seven pages. 

A second imnediate e f f e c t  has been on the format and l eve l  o f  d e t a i l  used by 
grantees t o  describe t h e i r  proposed community development pro jects  and 
a c t i v i t i e s .  Unl ike p r i o r  years' submissions, no prescribed forms o r  format 
had t o  be used i n  1982. Nor was i t  necessary t o  describe a c t i v i t i e s  i n  
de ta i l ,  because the 1981 Amendments el iminated HUD's front-end review o f  
grantees' programs. Consequently, ent i t lement grantees i n  1982 submi t t e d  
documents t h a t  var ied widely i n  format and i n  the  amount o f  d e t a i l  and 
informat ion provided. For example, i n  approximately 39 percent o f  the 113 
statements reviewed, the proposed comnunity development a c t i v i t i e s  were 
described only by name and budget amount wi thout addi t iona l  detai  1 regarding 
the substance o f  the proposed p ro jec t  o r  a c t i v i t y .  The other 61 percent o f  
the statements contained a c t i v i t y  descr ipt ions o r  re1 ated informat ion about 
l oca l  objectives. This d e t a i l  ranged i n  length from a sentence o r  paragraph 
t o  longer narrat ives. 

The smaller s i ze  o f  the documents submitted to.  HUD a t  the beginning o f  the 
program year and the var i n g  format and d e t a i l  does not  mean t h a t  l oca l  

percent) o f  l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  i n  a survey o f  155 ent i t lement communities 
reported t h a t  the e l iminat ion o f  the de ta i led  CDBG appl lcat ion had not  
a f fec ted t h e i r  e x i s t i n g  program planning processes. Where impacts were c i ted,  
they were general ly described pos i t i ve ly ,  i .e., i n  terms o f  the process being 
easier, quicker, and more f l e x i b l e  than the p r i o r  law's requirements. 
Moreover, 85 percent ind icated t h a t  the e l im ina t ion  o f  the deta i led CDBG 
appl icat ion would no t  a f f e c t  t h e i r  planning process i n  the future.  I n  
addi t ion,  about h a l f  of the grantees noted t h a t  there were ex i s t i ng  loca l  CDBG 
program documents which were more deta i led than the F ina l  Statements subm t t e d  
t o  HUD. 

o f f i c i a l s  have s i g n i f i c a n t  iy y a l te red  t h e i r  planning process. The ma jo r i t 1  (72 

TABLE 1-2 * ' 

MEAN AND MEDIAN LENGTH OF ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITY ANNUAL DOCUMENTS 
SUB#IfTR> I N  PROGRAM YEARS 1981 AND 1982" 

(n=113) 

PROGRAM YEAR 1981 PROGRAM YEAR 1982 
Mean Number o f  Pages 80 15 
Median Number o f  Pages 58 11 

a Does not  include HAP. 

C t :  U.S. Department o t  Housing and Urban uevelopment, cornuni ty Planning 
and Devel opment, Off  i ce o f  Program Analysis and Eva1 u a t i  on, CDBG 
Performance Monitor ing and Evaluation Data Bases. 
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HUD and A-95 Appplication Reviews. A second 1981 l e g i s l a t i v e  chan e 
el iminated HUD' s tront-end review o f  grantee Drograms, s h i f t i n g  t 8 e 
Department's major focus t o  a performance-based review a f t e r -  the  program was 
implemented. ?he 1981 Amendments a1 so el iminated the A-95 clearinghouse 
review and comnent process. I n  recent years the combined impact o f  these two 
review periods had been t o  requi re  grantees t o  f i n a l i z e  t h e i r  CDBG program 
plans a t  l e a s t  four  months before t h e i r  new program years began. 

I n  contrast, i n  1982 grantees were requested t o  submit t h e i r  complete 
submission packages 30 days before the completion o f  t h e i r  program years or as 
soon thereaf ter  as possible. Consequently, the spec i f ied  review and 
submission time has been c u t  by approximately three- fourths-- over three 
months--and has enabled l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  t o  make t h e i r  program decisions c loser  
t o  the s t a r t  of t h e i r  program years. I n  addit ion, l oca l  comnunity develo ment 

95 appl i c a t i o n  review process. 
o f f i c i a l s  were almost unanimous i n  t h e i r  approval o f  the e l im ina t ion  of t R e A- 

The e l im ina t ion  o f  the  front-end appl icat ion review by HUD does not  mean t h a t  
there was no review o f  the 1982 submissions by HUD. Ins t ruc t ions  f o r  
processing the documents required t h a t  both CPD f i e l d  s t a f f  and the Area 
Counsel review each submission t o  ensure t h a t  a l l  c r i t i c a l  elements were 
present, t h a t  the comnunity was fo l low ing  an approved HAP, and t h a t  a l l  
assurances and ce r t i f i ca t i ons ,  inc lud ing any special add i t iona l  assurances o r  
information, were .adequate. The jn,st.ructions also dire,cted the CPD f i e 1  
s t a f f  t o  consul t  w i t h  other f i e l d  d iv i s ions  such as the F a i r  Housing and Equa 
Opportunity, Housing, and Economic Market Analysis Divisions, as appropriate. 

Performance Report Modif icat ions. ?he 1981 Amendments a1 so modified, 
e t f e c t i v e  October 1, 1982 , the content and t iming o f  the submission o f  the 
grantee's performance repor t  on the use o f  CDBG funds. The new l a w  requires 
t h a t  the performance repor t  contain a descr ip t ion o f  the use o f  CDBG funds and 
the grantee's assessment of the re la t ionsh ip  o f  the a c t i v i t i e s  funded t o  the 
comnunity development object ives i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the grantee's statement. I n  
addit ion, the p r i o r  law's requirement t h a t  ent i t lement grantees submit an 
annual performance repor t  was replaced by a prov is ion t h a t  the Secretary may 
determine when such reports are t o  be made. 

f 

I n  response t o  t h i s  change, HUD has developed a new ent i t lement  Grantee 
Performance Report t h a t  i s  cu r ren t l y  under review w i t h i n  the Department. This 
new GPR i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more streamlined than i t s  predecessor and r e f l e c t s  
the new sta tu tory  requirements. The Department w i l l  continue t o  requi re  the 
GPR t o  be submitted annual ly by e n t i  tl ement comnuni t i e s ,  

C i t i zen  Pa r t i c i pa t i on  Requirements. Another l e g i s l a t i v e  change designed t o  
reduce the  admin is t ra t ive burden on grantees was the streaml in ing o f  the 
c i t i z e n  pa r t i c i pa t i on  process. P r i o r  t o  1981, deta i led CDBG regulat ions 
prescribed the scope, standards, and procedures t o  be fol lowed f o r  c i t i z e n  
pa r t i c i pa t i on  and required a minimum o f  three and, i n  some circumstances, four 
separate c i t i z e n  meetings. The 1981 Amendments s imp l i f i ed  the requirements 
and reduced the number o f  mandatory c i t i z e n  hearings from four  t o  one. 

Most (66 percent) l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  interviewed i n  a recent survey reported they 
have not  a1 tered t h e i r  1982 c i t i z e n  pa r t i c i pa t i on  process as a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  
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change. The general view of these officials is  t h a t  the citizen participation 
process is well established, works well, and has considerable local support. 
In fact, many communities hold more t h a n  the required number of meetings. The 
most frequent change t h a t  has been made or is under consideration is the 
elimination of one or  two of these public meetings. Officials i n  22 percent 
of the comnunities contacted reported making such changes i n  their citizen 
participation process. 

Reduced Restrictions on Public Service Funding. One o f  the 1981 changes, 
designed t o  increase the amount o f  local discretion over the use of CDBG 
funds, involved reducing restrictions on CDBG support for p u b l i c  services. 
However, t o  ensure t h a t  the CDBG program remained essentially a physical 
development program, Congress specified t h a t  not more than ten percent o f  any 
comnunity's grant  received after 1982 could be spent on public service 
activities. Comnunities whose 1981 program allocated more than ten percent t o  
public services migh t ,  however, seek a waiver i n  FYs 1982, 1983, and 1984 o f  
the l imita t ion i n  order t o  phase down existing public service activities i n  an 
orderly manner. 

Since the enactment of 1981 legislative changes, more entitlement communities 
funded public services than have done so i n  the past, and some comnunities 
have increased the funds going t o  such activities. About 43 percent o f  
entitlement cit ies funded public services such as day care centers, she1 ters 
for battered women, drug and alcohol abuse counseling, and various forms of 
assistance t o  the elderly i n  Program Year (PY) 1980. Overall, these services 
accounted for approximately eight percent of a l l  budgeted CDBG funds. Among 
the 155 comnunities contacted i n  the telephone survey, the proportion of 
grantees funding public services increased t o  50 percent i n  1981 and 55 
percent i n  1982. 

Funding for public services by the 155 grantees contacted i n  the telephone 
survey indicates a convergence of spending toward the ten percent cap, 
communities w i t h  h i g h  public service spending t ry ing  t o  come down t o  the ten 
percent limit and cit ies w i t h  low (or no) previous public service spending 
approaching the ten percent limit as a result of local requests for increased 
publ i c service funding.  For exampl e, according t o  telephone survey data,  the 
number of grantees spending over ten percent for public services i n  1982 
declined by 22 percent from the previous year. On the other hand, 35 percent 
of the respondents fund ing  public services i n  1982 indicated t h a t  they had 
increased the percentages of their grants .going t o  p u b l i c  services from 1981 
1 eve1 s. Moreover, nearly one-ha1 f of the grantees fund ing  publ i c services i n  
1982 who had not  done so i n  1981 spent a t  the ten percent cap. 

Al though more entitlement comnunities funded public services i n  1982 t h a n  i n  
the past ,  the t o t a l  amount of CDBG funds going t o  public services d i d  not  
significantly change. In 1980, entitlement cit ies and urban counties combined 
budgeted approximately seven percent ($187 mill ion )  of CDBG resources t o  
public services. In 1982 they budgeted almost the same proportion, eight 
percent or $213 million, for public services. (See Table 1-11.) A small 
number of entitlement comnunities, however, which  have budgeted substantial 
amounts t o  p u b l i c  services i n  the past and which have sought or will seek 
waivers t o  the 10 percent l imi t a t ion  on public services, can be expected t o  
have some problems i n  the future readjusting their programs t o  ensure they do 
not  exceed the public services l imitat ion.  

Elimination of Preapproval of Lump-Sum Drawdown Agreements. The Housing and 
Comnunity Development Act o t  1911 gave speci t ic  s ta tutory authorization 
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a1 1 owi ng communities t o  use 1 ump-sum drawdowns t o  establ  i sh revo l  v i  ng 1 oan 
funds. The law required a grant  r ec i p i en t  t o  designate the amount o f  lump-sum 
drawdown f o r  a revo lv ing  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  fund i n  i t s  CDBG app l i ca t ion  and 
mandated the approval by HUD o f  an agreement w i t h  the depository f i nanc ia l  
i n s t i t u t i o n .  The s ta tu te  required HUD t o  develop standards t o  ensure t h a t  the 
bene f i t s  derived from the l oca l  program included a t  l e a s t  one o r  more o f  the 
fo l low ing  elements: (1) the leverage o f  p r i va te  funds i n  excess o f  CDBG 
monies; (2)  commitment of p r i va te  funds fo r  loans a t  a below market i n t e r e s t  
ra te ,  o r  f o r  a lengthened repayment period, o r  a t  a h igher r i s k  than usua l l y  
taken; (3)  prov is ion o f  admin is t ra t ive  services by the lender i n s t i t u t i o n ;  and 
(4)  i n t e r e s t  income on cash deposits used t o  support the r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
pro gram. 

The 1981 Amendments removed HUD pre l iminary  review and approval au tho r i t y  over 
1 ump-sum drawdown agreements. The bene f i t  provis ions were retained. 
Compliance i s  t o  be assured through performance reviews. I n  the absence o f  
implementing regulat ions, grantees were ins t ruc ted  t o  comply w i t h  e x i s t i n g  
regu la t ions f o r  FY 1982 w i t h  the exception o f  the preapproval provis ion.  Use 
o f  p r i o r  year 's funds f o r  lump-sum agreements s t i l l  requires HUD approval. 

A recent study conducted by the Off ice o f  Inspector General ( O I G )  provides 
some i nd i ca t i on  of the nat ional  scope of lump-sum drawdowns. The evidence 
suggests t h a t  many block grant  rec ip ien ts  are using the lump-sum prov is ions 
and t h a t  the aggregate amount o f  Block Grant funds going i n t o  lump-sum 
agreements i s  qu i te  large.  The O I G  f igures ind ica te  t h a t  207 ent i t lement  
grantees had 1 ump-sum agreements as o f  1982; the amount cu r ren t l y  deposited, 
inc lud ing  deposits of i n i t i a l  CDBG funds and program income from in te res t ,  was 
almost $213 m i l l i o n .  

The s ize  of lump-sum amounts var ied considerably from community t o  
comuni ty.  About s i x  percent o f  the comnunities had agreements bu t  no cur rent  
deposits; another 30 percent had deposits small e r  than $100,000. Conversely, 
twenty grantees, predominately la rge  enti t lements, claimed more than $1 
m i l l i o n  i n  deposits, and e i gh t  o f  those grantees had cur rent  deposits t o t a l i n g  
more than $5 m i  11 i o n  each. 

D i r e c t  Assistance t o  Pr i va te  Enterprises. P r i o r  t o  the 1981 Amendments, 
ent i t lement  rec ip ien ts  could not  d i r e c t l y  ass i s t  p r i va te  businesses i n  support 
of economic development. However, the 1977 Amendments d i d  permit  l o c a l i t i e s  
t o  make grants t o  a neighborhood-based non- prof i t  organizat ion (NBO) , loca l  
development corporat ion (LDC), o r  small business investment company (SBIC) t o  
car ry  out  economic development projects.  These organizations were a1 1 owed 
v i r t u a l l y  un l im i ted  f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  undertake such a c t i v i t i e s ,  i nc lud ing  
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  the c i t y  i t s e l f  was barred from doing. Thus, whi le  c i t i e s  
were barred from prov id ing d i r e c t  assistance t o  p r i va te  business f o r  economic 
development, they could do so by using any of the above organizations as an 
intermediary. I n  fac t ,  many c i t i e s  have used e x i s t i n g  o r  newly-created NBOs, 
LDCs, and SBICs which they cont ro l  i n  whole o r  par t .  

Since 1979, ent i t lement  communities have a l located $283.2 m i l l i o n  t o  such 
organizations f o r  economic development projects.  I n  1982, ent i t lement  
communities projected spending about $80 m i l l  ion, o r  s l i g h t l y  more than three 
percent of CDBG resources, on economic development a c t i v i t i e s  ca r r i ed  out  by 
l oca l  non- prof i t  organizations. 
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The 1981 Amendments permit  l o c a l i t i e s  t o  use CDBG funds f o r  necessary o r  
appropriate assistance t o  p r i va te  business i n  support of economic development 
projects.  The Senate Report indicates t h a t  the  change ' 'carr ies out the 
Administrat ion's commitment t o  make the block grant  program a more f l ex i b l e  
resource f o r  l oca l  comnercial and i n d u s t r i a l  development projects." 
Communities are now able t o  provide d i r e c t  "assistance which includes, bu t  i s  
no t  l i m i t e d  to, grants, loans, loan guarantees, i n t e r e s t  supplements, 
technical assistance and other  forms of support t o  be used f o r  such purposes 
as improvement t o  and acqu is i t i on  o f  land, s t ructures and f ix tures,  o r  f o r  
working cap i ta l  o r  operat ing funds." 

An appreciable f rac t ion  of ent i t lement cornuni t ies  decided t o  fund pr ivate  
businesses d i r e c t l y  subsequent t o  the 1981 1 egis1 a t i v e  changes. About 14 
percent of the telephone sample cornuni t ies  ind icated t h a t  they had i n i t i a t e d  
d i r e c t  funding f o r  p r i va te  businesses i n  support o f  economic development i n  PY 
1982. More l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  expected t o  do it i n  the  future;  24 percent o f  the 
communities planned d i r e c t  funding o f  p r i va te  business i n  the future; another 
14 percent were uncertain whether o r  no t  they would use the d i r e c t  route i n  
the future. 

When l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  were asked why they had no t  y e t  employed d i r e c t  funding 
o f  p r i va te  business f o r  economic development, the most frequent answer (61 
percent) was t h a t  the comnunity was no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  funding economic 
development w i t h  block r a n t  funds. The next  most frequent answers were t h a t  

(21 percent), communities had intermediaries which were working wel l  as 
conduits for  pub l i c  funds (7 percent), and cornuni t ies  had, as yet, no 
opportunity o r  requests t o  take advantage o f  the recent changes (6 percent). 

the lack of f i na l  regu 19 at ions had impede! d i r e c t  funding o f  p r i vp te  business 

ADMINISTRATIVE I N  IT1 AT1 VES 

I n  FY 1982, the  Department made a concerted e f f o r t  t o  streamline and s imp l i f y  
the regulatory and procedural requirements o f  the CDBG program, t o  improve the 
program's eff iciency, and t o  enhance i t s  u t i l i t y  f o r  loca l  comnunity 
devlopment projects. Some o f  these actions are described i n  the fo l low ing  two 
subsections o f  the chapter. 

Deregulatory I n i t i a t i v e s .  On February 17, 1981, President Reagan issued 
t xecu t i ve  Order 1- crea t ing  the President ia l  Task Force on Regulatory 
Rel ie f  and spec i fy ing new requirements f o r  agencies i n  formulat in 
regulat ions. The Task Force designated the environmental review procedures o 
T i t l e  I and the Ent i t lement and Small C i t i e s  program regulat ions f o r  review 
w i t h  the ob ject ive o f  e l  i m i  nat ing unnecessary const ra in ts  on 1 ocal f l ex ib i  1 i ty 
and reducing excessive admin is t ra t ive and compliance costs. 

9 

On A p r i l  6, 1981, the Secretary out l ined steps f o r  review and j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of 
e x i s t i n g  regulat ions as required by Executive Order 12291. He ca l l ed  upon 
each program of f ice head t o  i d e n t i f y  a l i s t  o f  ex i s t i ng  regulat ions f o r  review 
which would include s i  n i f i c a n t  regulat ions o f  a t  l e a s t  one major program and 

of f ice was responsible. 
a t  l e a s t  15 percent o 9 the  t o t a l  pages o f  regulat ions f o r  which the program 
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In response t o  these Presidential and Secretarial priorities, the Office of 
Comnuni t y  P1 anni ng and Development undertook a two-phase review of regul ations 
i n  programs i t  administers. Over 75 percent of CPD's 366 pages of regulations 
published i n  the Code of Federal Regulations were selected for review. By the 
end of FY 1982, 33 regulations had been reviewed. Of this t o t a l ,  eight had 
been rescinded and five revised and substantially reduced i n  bo th  length and 
complexity. Revisions have been proposed on another 12 regulations. Seven 
remained unchanged following review, and one was transferred t o  the Office of 
Housing for review. 

A significant portion of the Administration's Comnunity Development Block 
Grant deregul atory objectives was accomplished through enactment of the 1981 
Amendments t o  the Housing and Comnunity Development Act of 1974. Interim 
regulations implementing the 1981 Amendments as they related t o  the CDBG 
Entitlement program were published on October 4, 1982. U n t i l  the regulations 
are made effective, entitlement communities' FY 1982 and FY 1983 submissions 
and programs have been guided by Interim Instructions and existing regulations 
which have no t  been clearly superseded by the 1981 Amendments. 

As a result of HUD and Presidential Task Force reviews, new integrated, 
simp1 i f i ed, and stream1 i ned envi ronmental review procedures covering T i  t l  e I 
programs were published as an Interim Rule on April 12, 1982. The rule 
responded t o  State and local complaints t h a t  many CDBG projects w i t h  l i t t l e  o r  
no significant environmentql i m  act were held up unnecessarily becausp .of 
overly broad Federal cri teria.  fhe new rule meets these concerns by revising 
the review cr i ter ia  t o  focus on ro ects t h a t  raise important enyir omen a1 
issues. 
evaluating the environmental impact of projects under the State Small Cities 
program. 

Fraud, Waste, and Mismanagement Initiatives. To complement government-wide 
Administration ini t iat ives,  HUD h as undertaken additional measures t o  
eliminate f raud ,  waste, and mismanagement and increase program efficiency and 
effectiveness. The Secretary expanded the Secretary's Committee on Fraud, 
Waste and Mismanagement t o  include program Assistant Secretaries. The 
Committee advi ses the Secretary on pol i cy matters re1 a t i  ng t o  fraud prevention 
and detection techniques. 

The rule a l so  delegates P i  o tates decision-making responsibi ? !  i t y  or 

The Department has also begun a coordinated effort  t o  improve management 
control s. During FY 1982, CPD instituted a Fraud Vul nerabi 1 i t y  Assessment 
System as a means t o  assess new legislative proposals and improved 
regulations. In a d d i t i o n ,  the Management Control Assessment System for 
evaluating controls i n  existing programs has been strengthened to  a i d  i n  
identifying management control strengths and weaknesses. During FY 1982, 
eight Management Control Assessments were completed on CPD activities. 

Pub1 ic/Private Partnership Initiatives. Another continuing Administrative 
objective carried torward during k Y  19 82 by HUD/CPD was the stimulation of 
private sector responsibility, ini t iat ive,  and leadership i n  the solution of 
public problems. Several programs and management ini t iat ives were undertaken 
i n  1982 t o  encourage the formation of creative partnerships between the pub1 i c  
and private sectors t o  carry out  comnunity and economic development 
activities. The Department sponsored, for the f i r s t  time, a National 
Recognition Program for  Comnuni t y  Development Partnerships for  exemplary 
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publ ic/private partnerships using the CDBG program. More t h a n  500 partnership 
projects were submitted i n  the nationwide competition. The Program awarded 
Certificates of National Merit t o  100 comnunities, and eleven outstanding 
partnerships received Awards for  National Excel1 ence from President Reagan. 

In 1982, gran t  assistance from the Secretary's Fund was used t o  create a 
Financial Advisory Service (FAS) i n v o l v i n g  a consortium of major national and 
regional banks. The Service will operate t o  increase private investment i n  
towns and c i t ies  eligible for CDBG assistance i n  22 cities. S t  i s  expected 
t h a t  10,000 new permanent jobs  will be created i n  1983, the f irst  year of 
operation. HUD a l so  instituted, i n  the f a l l  of 1982, a cooperative effort 
w i t h  the Small Business Administration t o  assist 20 states i n  establishing 
Small Business Economic Revitalization Corporations. T h i s  program assists 
small business growth and j o b  creation by mobi l iz ing  the resources of the 
private sector financial comnunity t o  provide long-term fixed asset 
f inancing.  A significant number of new jobs will be created i n  the next four 
years through the program carried o u t  by participating States. HUD continued 
i t s  support of the National Alliance of Business effort w i t h  comnunities and 
States t o  establish new models for  economic development. 

A major HUD/CPD management goal and pr ior i ty  dur ing  FY 1982 was expanding the 
economic development capabilities of HUD field office personnel and the 
development of working relationships w i t h  the rivate sector. These 
support t o  grantees and encouraging publ idprivate partnerships t o  meet urban 
problems. 

GRANTEE PARTICIPATION AND FUNDING 

management initiatives are aimed a t  increasing HU E ' s  economic development 

PARTIC I PAT1 NG GRANTEES 

In FY 1982, 732 jurisdictions (636 metropolitan ci t ies  and 96 urban counties) 
were eligible for  entitlement grants. In t h a t  year $1.95 b i l l i o n  i n  
entitlement grants were actually given t o  623 metropolitan cit ies,  and $418 
mil l ion  was allocated t o  96 urban counties (See Table 1-3.) 

TABLE 1-3 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 FUNDING STATUS OF ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

(Do1 1 ars i n  Thousands) 

S ta tus  Number Amount 'Number Amount Number Amount 
Total  Metro Cities Urban Counties 

7- 

628 L 9 4 9 Q 9 3  99 417,1ffla 
::;?I 12 ;:% -- -- -6%- $1,9b E l i g l b l e  -737-32,3/ 

Did Not Apply 12 

Not Awarded 1 1 , 490 1 1,490 -- -- bIPFf$f Reductions ' l8  2,369:3Z4 

a &&tf'&s funds awarded four metropolitan cit ies t h a t  signed w i t h  Urban 

CE: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community P l a n n i n g  
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics 
Division. Compiled by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation. 
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1 
Ten of the approved grantees (e igh t  metro c i t i e s ,  and two urban counties) had 
t h e i  r grants p a r t i  a1 l y  reduced as a resul  t o f  past non-performance f i ndi  ngs. 
Another grantee was no t  awarded FY 1982 funds because i t  could no t  provide the 
Secretary w i t h  sa t i s fac to ry  assurances concerning compl iance w i t h  T i t l e  I 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  requirements. I n  FY 1982, twelve metropol i tan c i t i e s ,  as 
compared t o  twenty-six i n  1981, d i d  no t  apply f o r  ent i t lement  grants. 

INDIVIDUAL GRANT AMOUNTS 

Nearly a l l  1982 CDBG grants were smaller than i n  FY 1981 wi th  approximately 75 
percent o f  the grants reduced from 10 t o  17 percent. A combination o f  several 
factors produced widely varying changes i n  ent i t lement  amounts. Three o f  
these changes a f fec ted  a l l  grantees uni formly whi le  two factors  had varying 
ef fec ts  on ind iv idua l  grantees. 

E f fec ts  o f  Leg is la t i ve  Actions. Two l e g i s l a t i v e  actions resu l ted  i n  less 
tunds being ava i lab le  t o r  CDBG ent i t lement grantees. F i r s t ,  there was a 6.5 
percent overa l l  reduct ion from the previous year i n  the amount o f  funds 
appropriated f o r  the CDBG program i n  FY 1982. I n  addit ion, t he  1981 
Amendments increased the proport ion o f  funds a l located t o  the Small C i t i e s  
program, w i t h  a r e s u l t i n g  decrease i n  the ent i t lement port ion.  Taken 
together, these changes would have resu l ted i n  a 10.8 percent decl ine i n  every 
ent i t lement community's FY 1982 grant. 

New Ent i t lement Grantees A l l  ent i t lement  grants were also a f fec ted b 

census populat ion data f o r  the FY 1982 program year produced 64 newly e l i g i b l e  
j u r i sd i c t i ons ,  54 c i t i e s  and ten urban counties. This was the l a rges t  
absolute and proport ional  (10 percent) increase i n  newly e l i g i b l e  CDBG 
ent i t lement j u r i s d i c t i o n s  since the beginning o f  the program and, by i t s e l f ,  
would have produced a 2.5 percent reduct ion i n  e x i s t i n g  grants. Forty- two 
c i t i e s  became e l i g i b l e  by designation as cent ra l  c i t i e s  i n  36 new SMSAs; 12 
c i t i e s  achieved e l i g i b i l i t y  because the 1980 census data ind icated t h e i r  
populations exceeded the 50,000 popul a t i on  cut- of f .  

i * e l i g i b l e  ent i t lement j u r i sd i c t i ons .  The use o f y  1 $18 

TABLE 1-4 

BETWEEN 1975-1982 
TRENDS I N  CDBG ENTITLEMENT ELIGIBILITY 

191s 1976 19/1 1918 1979 1980 1981 1982 
Metro C i t i e s  T 2 T  T Z T  737 3 5 7  -562 373 -583 -636 
Urban Counties 73 75 78 81 84 85 86 96 
Total - 5 v v 5 9 7 - s T 5 6 4 o a v 6 6 5 8 - 6 6 v - T 3 i T  
Pet. Increase - .5  3.0 4.1 .9  1.8 1.7 9.4 

t: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Cornunity Planning 
and Development, O f f i ce  o f  Management, Data  Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  
Div is ion.  Compiled by Office o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation. 
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Populat ion Character ist ics.  The net  e f f e c t  o f  these three changes described 
above would have meant approximately a 13.3 percent reduct ion i n  each FY 1982 
grant  compared t o  1981. However, the use of newly ava i l ab le  1980 census data 
on populat ion f o r  formula ca lcu la t ions produced s i g n i f i c a n t  va r ia t ions  from 
t h i s  reduct ion factor. For example, no t  only does the e f f e c t  o f  changed 
populat ion on grant  s i ze  vary depending on the magnitude and d i r ec t i on  of the 
change (gain/ loss), bu t  a lso on whether a c i t y  i s  rece iv ing  funds under 
formula A o r  formula B. Formula A g ives populat ion a weight o f  .25 and 
formula B gives growth l a g  ( i t s  population-based var iab le )  a weight o f  .20. 
However, the greater s e n s i t i v i t y  o f  the growth l a g  va r iab le  t o  changes i n  
populat ion meant that ,  fo r  formula B comnunities, populat ion gain/ loss could 
appreciably reduce o r  increase the 13.3 percent reduct ion produced by the 
appropriat ion, a1 1 ocation, and e l  i g i  b i l  i t y  factors.  

Reallocations. The f i n a l  f a c t o r  con t r ibu t ing  t o  changes i n  1982 grant  amounts 
was the rea l loca t ion  o f  funds t h a t  were no t  appl ied f o r  o r  were recaptured by 
HUD* 
@?!tf8fl !6h?7 # & t % Y - t w o  percent o f  the a1 1 ocations were under $100,000 and 
44 percent under $50,000 (See Table 1-5.) 

In 19829 $25 "pL" ' M s $  %I t8!Btii% Ri\bdUMs s+YJefrt!d W 'go4 1 t o  ars  1 20 1 

TABLE 1-5 
NET DOLLAR INCREASE I N  FY 1982 ENTITLEMENT 

(Do1 1 ars i n  Thousands) 
GRANTS PRODUCED BY REALLOCATION WITHIN SMSAS 

- _  
Tirant increase Number OT G rantees 
Less than $1 1 

$1 - 49 52 
50 - 99 34 

100 - 499 24 
500 - 1000 4 

1000 - 2000 5 
2000+ 1 

Total  -In- 

_ -  
percent OT Attectea wantees  

1% 
43 
28 
20 
3 
4 
1 

CE: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Comnunity Planning 
and Development, Of f ice  of Management, Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  
Div is ion.  Compliled by O f f i ce  o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation. I 

Sixty- two percent o f  the 121 affected grantees experienced r a n t  increases o f  

percent. I n  contrast ,  on ly  n ine p cent  had r a n t  increases o f  15 percent o r  
l ess  than f i v e  percent, and 39 percent had increases o 9 l e ss  than three 

more produced through reallocation.' (See Tab 9 e 1-6. 
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TABLE 1-6 
PERCENTAGE INCREASE I N  FY 1982 ENTITLEMENT 

GRANTS PRODUCED BY REALLOCATION 

Percent o f  
Percent Increase Number o f  Grantees Affected Grantees - 99 75 - 

5 - 9.99 32 26 
10 - 14.99 4 3 
15 - 19.99 8 7 

20+ 
Total 

2 rn 2 m 
CE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 

and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  
Div is ion.  Compiled by O f f i ce  o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

Sumnary of Grant- related Effects. I n  sumnary, as a r e s u l t  o f  a l l  these 
fac to rs  described above, 46 percent o r  310 of the ent i t lement  communities had 
t h e i r  FY 1982 grants reduced more than 13.3 percent, 49 ercent  o r  326 

percent, and 5 percent o r  33 comnunities received l a r g e r  grants. Changes i n  
ent i t lement  amounts ran ed from a 17 ercent increase t o  a 31 percent 
reduction. 
$1.59 m i l l i o n  t o  a decrease o f  $33 m i l l i on .  

ent i t lement  comnunities had t h e i r  FY 1982 grants reduced P ess than 13.3 

I n  absolute a o l l a r s ,  changes P n grants ranged from an increase o f  

I n  16 of the 33 ent i t lement  comnunities rece iv ing  increased enti t lements, the 
increases resu l ted  from the rev is ion  of 1978 populat ion estimates based upon 
1980 census data. I n  14 ent i t lement comnunities, SMSA rea l loca t ions  o f f s e t  
overa l l  CDBG cuts. I n  three comnunities, rea l loca t ions  y ie lded  increases over 
what had already been generated by new populat ion data. 

Twenty metro c i t i e s  and s i x  urban counties experienced FY 1982 grant  
reductions of 20 percent o r  more from the previous year. The p r i nc i pa l  reason 
f o r  the s i ze  o f  these reductions f o r  the  metro c i t i e s  was reca lcu la t ion  
necessitated by the use o f  1980 census populat ion data. 

LOCAL USES OF FUNDS 

This sect ion o f  the chapter describes funding pat terns and trends i n  the 
ent i t lement  po r t i on  of the Comnunity Development Block Grant Program. The 
sect ion i s  d iv ided i n t o  two subsections. The f i r s t  subsection describes the 
broad aggregate funding pat terns found i n  metropol i tan c i t i e s  and urban 
counties i n  1982 and compares these t o  recent trends. The second sect ion 
focuses on recent expenditures by metropol i tan c i t i e s .  

The data used i n  t h i s  sect ion come from two sources. Metropol i tan c i t i e s  data 
from 1979 t o  1982 and urban county data from 1981 and 1982 were ext rac ted from 
the Pro jec t  Sumnaries or, beginning i n  1982, the Projected Use o f  Funds 
Statements submitted by grantees. These data are p a r t  o f  the CDBG Performance 
Moni tor ing and Evaluation Data Bases maintained by CPD's O f f i ce  o f  Program 
Analysis and Evaluation. Data f o r  e a r l i e r  years were taken from budget 
sumnary repor ts  provided by CPD's Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  Div is ion.  
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PLANNED ENTITLEMENT SPENDING 

Projected 1982 Ent i t lement Spending. I n  1982, ent i t lement  c i t i e s  and counties 
pro jected spending s l i g h t l y  more than $2.5 b i l l i o n  i n  CDBG resources. This 
sum includes approximately $2.4 b i l l i o n  i n  new ent i t lement  grants and an 
estdmated $100 m i l l i o n  i n  program income, surplus urban renewal funds, loan 
proceeds, and funds reprogramned from previous years' grants. 

Funding f o r  the seven categories o f  program a c t i v i t i d s ,  excluding 
administrat ion, can be d iv ided i n t o  three groups according t o  the amount o f  
funds a l located t o  each. The most heav i ly  funded categories are 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  and publ ic  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements. (See Table 
1-7.) I n  1982, the ma jo r i t y  (58 percent) o f  ent i t lement funds was budgeted t o  
these a c t i v i t i e s .  Rehab i l i ta t ion  pro jects  received the la rges t  share, $885 
m i l l i o n  o r  35 percent o f  ava i lab le  resources; pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  o r  
infrastructure- re1 ated ac tQ i  t i e s  were a1 1 ocated approximately $579 m i l  1 ion, 
23 percent of 1982 funds. The second most heav i ly  funded categories are 
pub l i c  services, economic development-related a c t i v i t i e s ,  and acqu is i t i on  and 
clearance projects, each o f  which was budgeted t o  receive approximately the 
same share (e i gh t  percent) o f  CDBG funds, whi le  the l e a s t  funded categories, 
l oca l  contingencies and the  completion o f  categor ical  programs, were projected 
t o  receive only two percent and one percent respectively. 

TABLE 1-7 
PROJECTED ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM SPENDING 

BY ACTIVITY GROUP, 1982 
(Dol lars  i n  M i l l i o n s )  

Metro Urban 
A c t i v i t y  

Rehabi 1 i t a t i o n  
Publ ic  F a c i l i t i e s  and 

Improvements 
Pub1 i c  Services 
Economi c Devel opmn t 
Acquisi t ion/Cl earance 
Completion o f  Categorical 

Programs 
Contingencies 
Admi n i  s t r a t i  on 

Total 

Total 
$ Pet 

8 8 s - 3 5 -  

579 23 
21 3 8 
205 8 
195 8 

33 1 
63 2 

358 
$2532 & 

* Less than $500 ,000 o r  .5 percent. 
(Detai l  does not  add due t o  rounding.) 

C i t i e s  Counties 
$ Pct  $ Pet 

768 36TT 

423 20 156 38 
195 9 18 4 
174 8 31 8 
176 8 19 5 

32 2 1 * 
47 2 16 4 

14 55 13 303 $rn $413 lmJ$ 

U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Off ice o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG 

* 
The composition of these a c t i v i t y  groups and a more de ta i led  estimate of 
plannned spending i s  provided i n  Tables 1-17 and 1-18 a t  the end o f  the 
chapter. 
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Performance Moni tor ing and Eva1 uat ion Data Base. 

There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence between the  pa t te rn  o f  p ro jec ted  1982 
spending i n  ent i t lement  c i t i e s  and urban counties. I n  ent i t lement  c i t i e s ,  the  
l a rges t  share o f  t h e i r  funds (36 percent) was projected t o  be spent on 
rehab i l i t a t i on ,  and a subs tan t ia l l y  smaller share (20 percent) was assigned t o  
publ i c  f a c i l  i t i e s  and improvements. I n  urban counties, the re1 a t i v e  magnitude 
of the two categories was reversed; publ i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements 
received a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l a rge r  share o f  1982 funds (38 percent) than 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  (28 percent). Ent i t lement  c i t i e s  a lso budgeted a 
s l i g h t l y  l a r g e r  share o f  t h e i r  funds, about fou r  t o  f i v e  percent more, t o  
publ i c  services and acqu is i t i on  and clearance- related p ro jec ts  than d i d  the 
urban counties. 

Job Creation Potent ia l  of P1 anned CDBG Ent i t lement  Spending. A substant ia l  
i n d i r e c t  benet i  t o f  m G  expenditures i s  the creat ion and re ten t ion  of jobs. 
A1 though precise estimates are not  possible, apply ing Bureau o f  Labor 
S t a t i s t i c s  methods t o  the $2.1 b i l l i o n  pro jec ted t o  be expended i n  FY 1982 i n  
ent i t lement  c i t i e s  t rans la tes i n t o  the support o r  c reat ion o f  approximately 
65,000 jobs. (See the Methodological Appendix a t  the end o f  the chapter f o r  a 
descr ip t ion o f  how the j o b  estimates were calculated. ) 

The j ob  c rea t ion  estimates presented i n  Table 1-8 inc lude both d i r e c t  and 
i n d i r e c t  emplo ment i m  acts. D i r ec t  impacts are those jobs generated i n  the 

repaired streets.  I n d i r e c t  impacts are jobs  supported due t o  the purchases o f  
mater ia ls  and services from suppl ier  indust r ies ,  f o r  example, asphal t  t o  
r epa i r  st reets.  No attempt has been made t o  ca lcu la te  the income m u l t i p l i e r  
e f f e c t s  on employment r e s u l t i n g  from the addi t iona l  demand created through 
wage and sa lary  expenditures. However, o ther  studies ind ica te  t h a t  the t o t a l  
do1 1 a r  volume o f  output  requi  red, and, hence, the employment generated shoul d 
t h i s  m u l t i p l i e r  factor  taken i n t o  account, would approximately double the 
number o f  jobs created. I n  other words, i f  the m u l t i p l i e r  e f f e c t s  o f  the 
CDBG ent i t lement  spending are considered, i t  can be estimated t h a t  
approximately 130,000 jobs would be supported o r  created by FY 1982 
ent i t lement  comnunity spending of $2.1 2 b i l l i o n .  The f igu res  presented i n  
t h i s  sect ion and i n  the accompanying tab les are conservative i n  t h a t  they 
re fe r  on ly  t o  d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  jobs supported by CDBG spending. They do - not  inc lude the po ten t ia l  income m u l t i p l i e r  e f f e c t s  on employment. Moreover, 
no considerat ion i s  given t o  eventual j obs  supported, created, o r  re ta ined 
from d i r e c t  o r  i n d i r e c t  assistance t h a t  r e s u l t s  t o  l oca l  p r i va te  businesses 
through CDBG expenditures for  in f ras t ruc tu re  o r  economic development-re1 ated 
a c t i v i t i e s .  

prod!cti on o f  he f i na f product purchased through 1 ocal spendi ng ; f o r  exampl e, 

The j o b  c rea t ion  po ten t ia l  o f  FY 1982 CDBG ent i t lement  c i t y  spending exh ib i t s  
considerable va r i a t i on  across categories o f  a c t i v i t i e s  funded. Expenditures 
fo r  housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  supported more jobs  than other construct ion- re1 ated 
a c t i v i t i e s  and about 5ha l f  o f  a l l  employment a t t r i b u t e d  t o  expenditures fo r  
physical development. S t ree t  construct ion and repair ,  however, was a more 
e f f i c i e n t  means o f  employment creation. Each $1 m i l l i o n  budgeted f o r  s t r e e t  
improvements would be expected t o  generate over 27 jobs i n  const ruct ion and 
suppl ier  indust r ies .  The corresponding f i g u r e  f o r  housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
a c t i v i t i e s  i s  18.5 jobs per $1 m i l l i on .  Water and sewer spending and 
f a c i l i t i e s  expenditures resu l ted i n  approximately 20.5 jobs per $1 m i  l i o n .  Ybl 
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Among non-construction ac t iv i t i e s ,  each u n i t  of expenditure for public 
services and administration and planning yields substantially more jobs than 
an equivalent amount expended for  relocation or acquisition. 

TABLE 1-8 
ESTIMATED EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS 
OF CDBG-PROJECTED ACTIVITIES 

FY 1982 ENTITLEMENT CITIES 
(Dollars i n  Millions) 

Act i v i ty  Amount Projected Crea ted2 Per/Mi 1 1 ion  $ 

CONSTRUCTION 
Xousi ng 

Rehabilitation $584.1 10,786l 18.5 

27.6 1 Stree t  Construct i on 
& Repair 164.3 4,5321 

Water and Sewer 44.0 89g1 20.4 
C1 earance 45.5 858 18.9 
Public Housing Rehab & 

Public Fac i l i t i e s  & 

Potential Jobs Jobs Created 

Re1 a ted 32.1 709' 22.1 

Re1 a ted 215.2 4,402l 20.5 

NON-CONSTRUC TI ON 
Pub  I 1 c services 

Re1 ocation 31.0 965 31.1 
Acquisition 149.5 3,893 26.0 
Admi n i s t r a t  jon 

and Faci l i t ies  341.4 13,349 39.1 

& Planning 511.6 24,505 47.9 
-rota I $2118.7 -@Jmr T u x  

Expressed as  year-long full-time equivalents. 

These estimates do not  include the potential income multiplier effects  of 
CDBG spending on emiyment. If  these effects  are taken i n t o  account, it 
has been estimated tha t  approximately twice as  many potential jobs would be 
supported. 

T h i s  category also includes disposition, contingencies and local o tions, 

Corporations . completion of Urban Renewal projects, and funding for  Local Deve P opment 

Ct: U.S. Department o t  Labor, Bureau o f  Labor S ta t i s t i c s ,  i-aCtbOOk t o r  
Estimating the Manpower Needs of Federal Program! and Robert Ball, 
"Empl oyment Created by Construction Expend1 tures Monthly Labor 
Review, December 1981; Calculated by Office of Program Analysis and 
m t i o n ,  Community P1 anning and Development, HUD. 
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Var ia t ion i n  1982 Projected Spending. For f i v e  o f  the  e i g h t  t pes o f  a c t i v i t y  

1982 funding projected f o r  each by ent i t lement  c i t i e s  o f  various 
populations. Large and small ent i t lement c i t i e s  p ro jec t  spending comparable 
shares of t h e i r  CDBG funds on acqu is i t i on  and clearance, economic development, 
the completion o f  categorical programs, 1 ocal contingencies, and 
administrat ion. (See Table 1-9.) 

groups funded, there i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  i n  the r e  sy a t i v e  l e v e l s  of 

The r e l a t i v e  l eve l  of support for  the two most heav i ly  funded categor ies o f  
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  ent i t lement c i t i e s  planned t o  undertake i n  1982 was, however, 
c lose ly  associated w i t h  the populat ion o f  the  comnunity. Larger c i t i e s  tended 
t o  a l loca te  a l a rge r  share o f  t h e i r  CDBG funds f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  
and smaller shares for  publ ic  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements than d i d  smal ler  
ent i t lement c i t i e s .  (See Table 1-9.) For example, the l a rges t  ent i t lement  
c i t i e s ,  those w i t h  populations equal t o  o r  exceeding one m i l l i o n  ersons, 

a c t i v i t i e s  and 13 percent for  publ ic  works type projects.  I n  contrast ,  
ent i t lement c i t i e s  w i t h  populations o f  l ess  than 100,000 projected spending a 
smaller proport ion of t h e i r  funds on r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  30 percent, 
and a l a rge r  proport ion on pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements than the  l a rge r  
c i t i e s .  The la rges t  ent i t lement c i t i e s  a lso projected spending a s l i g h t l y  
l a rge r  share o f  t h e i r  funds on publ ic  services than d i d  the other c i t i e s .  

projected spending 43 percent o f  t h e i r  1982 CDBG funds f o r  rehabi 7 i t a t i o n  
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TABLE 1-9 
PROJECTED USE OF 1982 ENTITLEMENT CITY FUNDS BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY POP- 
(Do1 l a r s  i n  M i  I l ions)  

POPULATION 
‘Less Than 100,000- 250 Y 000- 500,000- More Than 

A c t i v i t y  100,000 249,999 499,999 999,999 1,000,000 
Rehab1 11 t a t i o n  $748 $127 $137 7 3 3 - v  

(percent) (30) (32) (38) (33) (45 1 

Publ i c  Fac i l  S t ies  
and Improvements 153 82 56 53 79 

(percent) (31) (21) (15) (21) (13) 

Publ i c  Services 39 25 29 16 86 
(percent ) ( 8) ( 6) ( 8 )  ( 7) (14) 

Acqu is i t i on  and 
C1 earance 

(percent) 
37 

( 7) 

Economi c Devel opmen t 38 39 38 17 43 
(percent ( 8) (10) (11) ( 7 )  ( 7)  

Completion o f  
Categorical Programs 2 7 4 6 13 

Local Contingencies 15 11 9 6 6 

Administrat ion and 

(percent) ( *) ( 2) ( 1 )  ( 2) ( 2) 

(percent) ( 3) ( 3) ( 2) ( 2) ( 1) 

P1 anni ng 
(percent) 

Total  

* Less than .5 percent. 

CE: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Off ice o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG 
Performance Moni tor ing and Eva1 uat ion Data Bases. 
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Trends i n  Planned Spending. Although the  1981 s ta tu to ry  chan es i n s t i t u t e d  

spending planned for  1982 by ent i t lement  comnunities continues trends 
p reva i l i ng  i n  the program since about 1977. (See Table 1-10.) The share of 
funds going t o  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  continues t o  show s l i g h t  annual 
increases. Ent i t lement funding f o r  economic development a c t i v i t i e s  has a lso 
increased s l i g h t l y  each year since such a c t i v i t i e s  f i r s t  became e x p l i c i t l y  
e l i g i b l e  i n  1979. I n  contrast, the proport ions of ent i t lement funds going t o  
pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements (once the most heav i ly  funded category), 
acqu is i t i on  and clearance projects, and the  completion o f  categor ical  programs 
continue t o  decl ine s l i g h t l y  each year. All other  categories o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
have received r e l a t i v e l y  stable shares of ent i t lement  funds i n  recent years. 
These trends are present i n  the planned spending o f  both ent i t lement  c i t i e s  
and urban counties. 

Tmportant changes i n  the CDBG Ent i t lement program, the overa 9 1 pa t t e rn  of 

I n  terms of actual do l lars ,  projected 1982 ent i t lement  spending, because o f  
smaller CDBG appropriat ions and the l a rge r  percentage o f  funds going t o  the 
small c i t i e s  program, represents an actual decl ine i n  the funds going t o  
almost every category o f  a c t i v i t y .  Only projected spending f o r  economic 
development and publ i c  services,* which increased an estimated $71 m i  11 i o n  and 
$25 m i l l i o n  respectively, are budgeted t o  receive appreciable increases i n  
1982. Projected spending f o r  other a c t i v i t i e s  decreased by amounts ranging 
from $22 m i l l i o n  (administrat ion and planning) t o  $161 m i l l i o n  (pub l i c  
f a  j l i t i e s  iJn roveme t ) Projec ed s n i f r: reha i i t  ti n 
act1 v i  ti es , #fch I g r e a s e s  ?r6m 34 percen! o f  a!! (id@ en% tl emen! ' h d s  ?o 
35 percent of a l l  1982 funds, ac tua l l y  decl ined by $67 m i l l i o n .  

Publ ic service tunding increased despite the 10 percent cap imposed by the 
1981 Amendments p r ima r i l y  because more c i t i e s  funded publ i c  services i n  
1982 than i n  1981 and because grantees exceeding the 10 percent cap could 
apply for  waivers. See page 1-9 above. 
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TAW 1-10 
CDBG E N T I T L M  PROWM PLPNJED W I N G  BY 

ACTIVITY CATEGORY, 1975-1982 
(Dollars i n  millions) 

KTXVIlY 

Ci ti& 
countses 

Rehabilitation 

cotolties 

Acqisi tion 

Counties 

;KZ 

LiE 
P h .  services 

Cl  ties 
Camties 
7 

Cities 
m e s  

Cities 
Counties 

1976 1977 

$862 $987 
(35) (36) 
$759 $830 
$103 $157 

$313 $382 
(13) (14) 
$235 $330 
$28 $52 

$453 $488 
(18) (18) 
$420$440 
$33 $48 

-- 

.F13 t7 
$149 $17'5 
$ 7 $11 

$ -  $ -  

$ -  $ -  
$ -  $ -  

$296 $351 
(12) (13) 
$270 $310 
$26 $41 

$106 $127 
( 4) ( 4) 
$ 94 $107 
$12 $20 

$273 $224 
(11) ( 8) 
$261 $aw 
$12 $20 

-- -- 

1978 - 

$918 
(33) 
$752 
$166 

$466 
(17) 
$402 
$64 

$577 
(21) 
$528 
$ 49 

t3 
$221 
$17 

$ -  

$ -  
$ -  

$387 
(14) 
$335 
$ 52 

$105 
( 3) 
$86 
$ 19 

$133 
( 5) 
$114 
$ 19 

- 

1979 

$893 
(31 1 
$712 
$186 

$797 
(28) 
$7rn 
$94 

$362 
(13) 
$325 
$ 37 

- 

.Fly 
$191 
$ 8  

$ 97 
( 3) 
$89 
$ 8  

$356 
(12) 
$305 
$9 

$124 
( 4) 
$102 
$22 

$ 45 
( 2) 
$43 
$ 2  

19Bo 

$812 
(29) 
$633 
$179 

$863 
(31 1 
$753 
$110 

$316 
(11) 
$279 
$ 37 

- 

t?l 
$180 
$ 7  

$129 
( 5) 
$119 
$ 10 

$310 
(11) 
$255 
$ 5 5  

$119 
( 4) 
$95 
$ 24 

$38 
( 1) 
$37 
$ 1  

- -  1981 1982 

$740 $579 
(26) (23) 
$569 $423 
$171 $156 

$952 $885 
(34) (36) 
$816 $768 
$136 $117 

$293 $195 
(10) ( 8) 
$260 $176 
$33 $19 

t13 t7 
$180 $195 
$ 8 $18 

$134 $205 
( 5) ( 8) 
$122 $174 
$ 12 $ 31 

$381 $369 
(14) (14) 
$327 $304 
$3 $55 

$102 $ 63 
( 4) ( 2) 
$80 $47 
$22 $16 

$21 $33 
( 1) ( 1) 
$ 2 0  $32 
$ 1  $ 1  

$6439 
(31) 
$5280 
$1159 

$4900 
(23) 
$4285 
$ 615 

$3137 
(15) 
$2864 
$ 273 

t17 
$1378 
$ 81 

$565 
( 3) 
$501 
$ 61 

$2693 
(13) 
$2339 
$354 

$850 
( 4) 
$708 
$142 

$1094 
( 5) 
$1032 
$ 62 
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ACTUAL USES OF FUNDS 

Section 104(d) of the Housing and Comnunity Development Act of 1974 requires 
CDBG grantees t o  submit an annual performance report concerning the act iv i t ies  
actually carried ou t  w i t h  CDBG funds. As part of this performance report (the 
Grantee Performance Report or G P R ) ,  HUD requires grantees t o  indicate the 
amount of funds  they actually expended dur ing  the previous program year on a l l  
CDBG-funded activities. Grantees are a l so  required t o  specify which of the 
three national objectives, i .e., benefit t o  low- and moderate-income persons, 
preventing or el i m i  na t i  ng sl urns and bl i g h t ,  or meeting urgent community needs, 
the activity addressed. This section of the chapter describes this 
information from the most recent Grantee Performance Reports that  are 
avaf 1 abl e. l i  
The information reported i n  this section differs from the budgeted information 
reported above, since information i n  this section represents how entitlement 
c i t i es  actually spent their  CDBG funds.  

Activity Expenditures. O f  the $2.3 b i l l i o n  of 1980 program year funds6 made 
avai lable t o  entitlement c i t ies ,  CDBG entitlement c i t i es  expended 
approximately $1.1 b i l l i o n  of those funds  dur ing  t h a t  program year. 
Rehabilitation activi t ies and fund ing  for public fac i l i t i es  and improvements 
represented the majorit of these expenditures, $430 mil l ion  and 244 million, 
acquisition and clearance projects, and planning and administration accounted 
for approximately $161 million, $125 million, and $125 mill ion 
respectively.* The remaining $66 mil l ion  was divided among economic 
development projects, the completion of categorical programs, and 1 ocal 
contingencies. 

jus t -as  !hey had for  19 $ 0 planned spending. Expenditures for pub s i c  services, 

(See column 3, Table 1-11.) 

Overall , expenditures during the 1980 program year represented approximately 
one-half o f  the total entitlement c i t i es  funds made available for t h a t  program 
year. (See column 4 of Table 1-11) The highest expenditure rates, 76 percent 
and 74 percent respectively, were for public service projects and general 
program adminis t ra t ion  costs. Two other program year expenditure rates, those 
for rehabilitation activi t ies and the completion of categorical (urban 
renewal ) programs, b o t h  exceeded 50 percent and comprised the second highest 
group of expenditure rates. The lowest expenditure rates for activity types 
were for pub1 i c  fac i l i t i es  and improvements, economic development projects, 
and acquisition and clearance projects.** For these projects, between 35 and 
45 percent of 1980 funds allocated t o  such projects had been expended dur ing  
that program year. 

* Since many cornunities d i d  not  report a l l  adminstrative expenditures on the 
Project Progress form of their GPR, this figure may underestimate the 
actual administrative costs of the program. 

Expenditure rates for  local contingencies are not included i n  this 
analysis since f u n d s  budgeted t o  this category are usually reprogramned 
i n  t o  other specific acti w i  t ies .  

** 
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The data i n  Table 1-11 also show t h a t  no s i gn i f i can t  aggregate s h j f t  occurred 
i n  the amount o f  funds i n i t i a l l y  budgeted t o  an a c t i v i t y  a t  the beginning o f  
the program year (column 1 o f  Table 1-11) and what the a c t i v i t y  was a l located 
a t  the end o f  the program year (column 2 of Table 1-11). As i n  1979, the only 
substant ia l  change t h a t  occurred dur ing the year r e f l e c t s  the s h i f t i n g  of 
funds from contingencies t o  pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements. 

TABLE 1-11 
PLANNED AND ACTUAL USE OF PY 1980 ENTITLEMENT CITY* 

F U m  BY m l 7  GRUUP 
(Dol lars  i n  M i l l i o n s )  

In1 t i a l  l y  Rev1 sed 
Budgeted- 
a t  S t a r t  
o f  tpe  

A c t i v i t y  Year 

Rehab i l i t a t ion  $753 
(percent o f  column t o t a l  ) (32) 

Pub1 i c  F a c i l i t i e s  
and Improvements 632 
( ercent  o f  column t o t a l )  (27) 

Pug1 i c Services 180 
(percent o f  column t o t a l )  ( 8 )  

Acqu is i t i on  and 
C1 earance 279 
(percent o f  column t o t a l )  (12) 

Economi c Devel opmen t 119 
(percent of column t o t a l )  ( 5 )  

Categorical Programs 37 
(percent of column t o t a l )  ( 2)  

Local Contingencies 95 
(percent o f  column t o t a l )  ( 4 )  

@P€W o f  column t o t a l  (Yfg 

Completion o f  

Admi n i s t r a t i  on and 

To t a  1 $rn 

Budget 
a t  End 
o f  tge 
Year 

$770 
(33)  

715 
(32)  
217 

( 9 )  

279 
(12) 
130 

( 6 )  

30 
( 1 )  

11 
( *) 

$25m 
( 9T43 

Actua l l y  
Expended 
During 
the Year 

$440 
(37)  

244 
(21)  
161 

(14) 

125 
(11) 

46 
( 4 )  

16 
( 1) 

3 
( *) 
125 

(11)  
$Ti56 

Percent o f  
o f  Budgeted 
Funds 
Expended 

56% 

34 

74 

45 

35 

53 

27 

76 

50% 
- 

FF8ffl P~8eRmeYePma~~~ 'c8ge~ 'E8fufhR i s  b f  program year 1980 GPR 
The actual expenditures f o r  admin is t ra t ion may be higher. 
on the preceding page. 

i e e  the footnote 

C t :  U.S. Department o t  Housing and Urban Development, community r iann ing 
and Development, Office o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG 
Performance Moni tor ing and Evaluation Data Bases. 
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Expenditures by National Objective. I n  the  1980 program year, $923 m i l l i o n ,  
o r  90 percent o t  t h  e funds expended subject  t o  program benef i t  r u l e s  b-y 
ent i t lement  c i t i e s ,  were reported by l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  -on t h e i r  comnunitie? 
GPRs t o  be bene f i t t i ng  low- and moderate-income persons. (See Table 1-12.) 
Most of the remaining ten percent of expenditures were reported by l oca l  
o f f i c i a l s  t o  be preventing o r  e l im ina t ing  slums and b l i gh t ,  and on ly  a very 
small amount, approximately $1 mi l l i on ,  was used t o  meet urgent c o n u n i t y  
development needs. This order ing among the  three nat ional  ob ject ives has 
remained s tab le  over the l i f e  o f  the program. 

TABLE 1-12 
CDBG ENTITLEMENT CITY EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES 

AND Q U A L I m  PROVISION, PY 1980 FUNDS 
(Dol lars i n  M i l l i o n s )  

A c t i v i t y  
Low/Mod SI ums/ Urgent Missing TOta I 

$ % -- Benef i t  B l i g h t  Needs Data 

Rehabi 1 i t a t i o n  
Publ ic F a c i l i t i e s  
and Improvements 

Pub1 i c  Services 
Acquis i t ion and 

C1 e a r p c e  
Economi c Devel opment 
Continuation o f  
Categorical Programs 

Local Conti ngenci es 
Administrat ion and 

p1 annin? To t a  

As percentage o t .  tunds 
subject  t o  program 
bene f i t  r u l es  

$409 

220 
155 

90 
41 

8 

n/a 
m-3- 

* 

$13 

18 
5 

33 
4 

9 

n/a 
T W -  

* 

* 
1 * 
* * 
* * 

n/a 
$1 

90% 8% * 

$7 $430 

4 244 * 161 

1 
1 

* 
3 

125 
46 

17 
3 

n/a 124 
$16$1146 

2% 

38% 

21 
14 

11 
4 

2 

11 
7or 

* 

k Less tnan $ 5 ~  ,UUU-or .5  percent. 
N/A Not a p l i cab le  

Detai P does no t  add due t o  rounding. 

L t :  U.S. Department o t  Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, O f f i ce  o f  Program Analysis and Eval u a t i  on, CDBG 
Performance Monitoring and Eval uat ion Data Bases. 

FY 1982 SECRETARY ' S DISCRETIONARY FUND OPERATIONS il 

I The FY 1982 Secretary's Discret ionary Fund component o f  the CDBG program 
decl ined by 45 percent as a r e s u l t  o f  1981 author izat ion and a pro r i a t i o n  
actions. 
Secretary's Fund from $104 m i l l i o n  t o  $60 m i l l i o n .  The FY 1982 Appropriat ion 
Act resu l ted i n  an addi t iona l  5.8 percent reduct ion t o  $56 m i l l i on .  I n  FY 
1982, the use of Discret ionary funds, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  the Technical Assistance 

The 1981 Amendments changed the FY 1982 author izat ion f f  eve of the 
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program, reflected the Department's priorities 
admi n i  ster the Small Cities program and encourag 
economi c devel opment. 

of assisting the States t o  
ng the use of CDBG funds for 

The Secretary's Fund is i tself  comprised of four smaller programs-the Indian  
Tribes and A1 askan Natives CDBG program, the Technical Assistance Special 
Projects program, the Insular Areas program, and the New Comnunities 
program. Prior t o  1981, the Secretary's Fund included four other small 
programs--the Comnuni t y  Development Disaster Assistance, Areawi de Housing and 
Comnunity Development, Innovative Grants, and CDBG Inequities programs--which 
were eliminated by the 1981 Amendments t o  the Housing and Comnunity 
Development Act. 

The Indian Tribes and Alaskan Natives CDBG program received $30 million i n  FY 
1982, making i t  t h  e largest single element i n  the Secretary's Fund. T h i s  
program funds  eligible comnunity development activities of any Indian tribe, 
band, group., or na t ion ,  including Alaskan Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos and any 
Alaska Native Village which is considered an eligible recipient under the 
Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act or under the S ta t e  and 
Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 (General Revenue Sharing Act). In FY 
1982, HUD provided grants t o  112 Tribes and villages; 30 percent of the funds 
awarded went for housing rehabilitation, 26 percent for  infrastructure 
projects, 24 percent for community faci l i t ies ,  17 percent for economic 
development, and three percent for other comnunity development activities. 
The second largest component is the Technical Assistance and Special Projects 
program. This program provided $21.1 m i  1 1 ion t h r o u g h  141 projects i n  F Y  
1982. The Technical Assistance program is designed t o  transfer the knowledge 
and skills necessary for  successful implementation of CDBG programs and 
objectives. Through i t ,  contracts, cooperative agreements, grants, and inter- 
agency agreements are executed w i t h  t h i r d  parties t o  provide technical 
assistance t o  eligible par t ic ipants .  Approximately one-third of the FY 1982 
funds was provided t o  States and public interest groups t o  a i d  i n  the transfer 
of the Small Cities program t o  States. 

A major part  of HUD's technical assistance program is  t o  assist comnunities 
interested i n  developing dis t r ic t  heating and cooling (DHC)  systems as pa r t  of 
their comnunity development programs. These DHC systems supply heat and hot  
water from a central p l a n t  t o  an entire neighborhood w i t h  greater efficiency 
and reliability and a t  lower cost t h a n  can i n d i v i d u a l  b u i l d i n g  furnaces. 

Twenty-eight c i t ies  and towns received cooperative agreements averaging 
approximately $50,000 each t o  conduct preliminary assessments of opportunities 
for developing one or more DHC projects. CPD leveraged i ts  $750,000 
investment through a matching agreement w i t h  the Department of Energy. T h i s  
investment led t o  imnediate local investment i n  four systems. Another seven 
systems are also likely to  be b u i l t  for a t o t a l  capital investment of over 
$500 mil l ion.  T h i s  investment will create 5,500 new construction jobs w i t h i n  
those comnuni ties. 

Other technical assistance for  CDBG energy efficiency, conservation, and 
product ion involved establishment of a network of 190 State and local public 
officials and 60 private energy specialists who pledged more than 1,050 days 
of on-site assistance to  less experienced ci t ies  and counties. Assistance was 
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del ivered t o  72 l o c a l i t i e s .  Information, separate workshops, and conferences 
were provided f o r  some 1,200 l oca l  o f f i c i a l s .  These a c t i v i t i e s  covered such 
subjects as development o f  l o c a l  energy programs, energy contingency planning, 
and energy r e t r o f i t  o f  mu1 t i f a m i l y  proper t ies  ( inc lud ing  pub l i c  housing) and 
small businesses. 

The Technical Assistance program a lso offered a i d  t o  comnunities i n  designing 
and car ry ing  ou t  innovat ive 1 o c a l l y - i n i t i a t e d  economic development projects,  
i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  and t r a i n i n g  m ino r i t i e s  f o r  professions i n  the 4comnunity and 
economic development area, and i n  developing c rea t i ve  housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
programs. 

Through the I nsu la r  Area CDBG program, HUD awarded over $5 m i l l i o n  t o  the 
V i r g i n  Is lands ($1.6 m i l l i o n )  and the P a c i f i c  I nsu la r  Areas, i.e., Guam, the 
Northern Mariana Islands, Samoa, and the P a c i f i c  Trust  T e r r i t o r i e s  ($3.7 
m i l l i on ) .  These sums were used p r ima r i l y  f o r  basic health, safety, and 
she1 t e r  needs. 

The fourth component o f  the Secretary's Fund i s  the New Communities program. 

Maumelle, Arkansas f o r  construct ion o f  roads and water, sewer, and pub l i c  
f a c i l i t i e s .  During FY 1983, the New Communities program i s  being c losed ou t  
and so w i l l  no t  requ i re  f u r t h e r  set-asides from the Secretary's Fund. 

I n  1982, t h i s  program awarded $3,000,000 t o  Woodlands, Texas and $ 1 , / 3 0 0  t 0 

SECTION 108 LOAN GUARANTEES 

Under Section 108 of the  Housing and Comnunity Development Act  o f  1974, HUD 
guarantees loans t o  comnunities t o  finance the acqu i s i t i on  o f  rea l  proper ty  
and the rehabi 1 i t a t i o n  o f  pub1 icly-owned rea l  property, p lus  re1 ated 
expenses. Section 108 loan guarantee assistance was designed t o  enable 
comnunities t o  f inance large-scale physical development p ro jec ts  t h a t  could 
not, because o f  t h e i r  size, be financed from t h e i r  annual grants. The 
requirements o f  the CDBG program are appl icable t o  the a c t i v i t i e s  undertaken 
w i t h  the guaranteed loan funds. As a general r u l e ,  the repayment per iod f o r  
the loans i s  l i m i t e d  t o  s i x  years. Comnunities are authorized t o  use CDBG 
funds t o  repay the loans and are s t a t u t o r i l y  requ i red t o  pledge t h e i r  grants 
as secur i t y  for  repayment. As o f  December 31, 1982, HUD had approved 135 loan 
guarantee commitments t o t a l i n g  $524 mi l l ion .*  I n  FY 1982, 54 loan guarantee 
comni tments were approved f o r  $179 m i  11 ion. 

PROGRAM MONITORING AND REVIEW 

The 1981 Amendments e l iminated the CDBG ent i t lement  app l i ca t ion  and the HUD 
front-end review process and sh i f t ed  program compliance review t o  the 
performance review system already present i n  the statute.  This sect ion of the 
chapter b r i e f l y  describes the Department's s t a tu to r y  r espons ib i l i t i e s ,  the 
major elements o f  performance reviews t o  meet those respons ib i l i t i es ,  and the 
various act ions taken t o  i d e n t i f y  and resolve performance and compliance 
issues ra ised during the performance reviews. 

* These f igu res  inc lude f i v e  loan guarantees t o t a l i n g  $2,000,000 t h a t  were 
l a t e r  cancel led by communities. 
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STATUTORY RESPONS I B I L I T I  ES 

The 1981 Amendments d i d  no t  subs tan t ia l l y  change HUD's performance review 
respons ib i l i t i es  t h a t  were establ ished under the p r i o r  law. For ent i t lement 
grantees, the  CDBG s ta tu te  requires the Secretary t o  determine whether the 
grantee ( 1 )  has ca r r i ed  out  i t s  T i t l e  I funded comnundty development 
a c t i v i t i e s  and i t s  housing assistance plan i n  a t imely  manner, ( 2 )  has ca r r i ed  
out  those a c t i v i t i e s  and i t s  c e r t i f i c a t i o n s  i n  accordance w i t h  the 
requirements and primary object ives of T i t l e  I and w i t h  o ther  appl icable laws, 
and (3)  has the cont inuing capacity t o  car ry  out  those a c t i v i t i e s  i n  a t imely  
manner. The s ta tu te  also requires the  Secretary t o  " a t  l e a s t  on an annual 
basis, make such reviews and audi ts as may be necessary o r  appropriate" t o  
make these determi nations. 

PERFORMANCE REV1 EW PROCESS 

I n  order t o  meet these s ta tu to ry  requirements, HUD conducts four  p r inc ipa l  
types o f  performance reviews: ( 1 )  the Grantee Performance Report (GPR) 
reviews; (2 )  on-site monitoring; ( 3 )  aud i t  reviews; and ( 4 )  annual-in-house 
reviews. These reviews are implemented i n  a coordinated manner dur ing the 
year. 

Since Program Year (PY) 1979, each ent i t lement  r ec ip i en t  has been required t o  
submit, w i t h i n  60 days a f t e r  the end o f  i t s  program year, a Grantee 
Performance Re o r t  on the  use o f  CDBG funds f o r  previously approved cornuni ty 

The GPR must a lso include an assessment o f  how these 
funds have been used i n  re la t ionsh ip  t o  the object ives i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the 
grantee's statement. Since the GPR i s  received by HUD ea r l y  i n  the grantee's 
next  program year, the GPR review serves as the p r i nc ipa l  means f o r  
i d e n t i f y i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  which may requi re  c loser  inspect ion t o  assure t h a t  they 
meet program requirements and a ids i n  the  se lect ion o f  grantees f o r  on- si te 
monitoring. 

development ac ! i v i t i e s .  

An important HUD method used f o r  reviewing grantee programs f o r  performance 
inadequacies i s  on- si te monitoring. The increased importance placed on 
performance reviews has prompted HUD f i e l d  o f f i c e s  t o  schedule moni tor ing 
v i s i t s  to fo l low GPR reviews so t h a t  f i e l d  o f f i c e s  can i d e n t i f y  and advise the 
grantee of problem s i tua t ions  before they develop i n t o  serious concerns. It 
also ensures t h a t  the maximum amount o f  t ime w i l l  be ava i lab le  t o  resolve 
e x i s t i n g  problems through fol lowup technical assistance and monitor ing v i s i t s  
before another grant i s  awarded. F i e l d  monitoring i s  undertaken by both HUD 
f i e l d  s t a f f  general is ts (CPD Representatives) and technical spec ia l i s t s  t o  
ensure grantee compliance w i t h  the requirements o f  T i t l e  I, the c i v i l  r i g h t s  
laws, and other  appl icable Federal laws. 

The Department a lso uses Independent and Inspector General Audi ts i n  making 
ent i t lement  c m u n i  ty annual pertormance assessments. t ve ry  ent i t lement 
comnunity i s  required t o  have i t s  program reviewed by an Independent Publ ic 
Accountant (IPA) a t  l e a s t  bi-annually and, preferably, every year. A copy o f  
the IPA's aud i t  i s  sent t o  the Regional Inspector General f o r  review and 
acceptance. The Regional Inspector General, i n  turn, r e f e r s  the  aud i t  t o  the 
HUD f i e l d  o f f i c e  f o r  review and action. The Of f i ce  o f  Inspector General may 
a lso undertake audi ts  o f  p a r t  o r  a l l  o f  the CDBG program o f  selected 
grantees. Audi t  f ind ings are communicated t o  the grantee and negot iat ions on 
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the  accuracy o f  the f ind ings and appropriate courses o f  ac t ion  are 
subsequently conducted. I f  the grantee and HUD reach agreement on d i sa l  lowed 
costs, then the grantee may repay the funds t o  i t s  CDBG l e t t e r  o f  c r e d i t  o r  
program account o r  have i t s  subsequent year ' s  grant  adjusted. I f  an agreement 
cannot be reached, HUD may reso r t  t o  condi t ion ing o r  reducing the next  yea r ' s  
grant. 

The mechanism HUD f i e l d  o f f i c e s  use t o  consider every grantee's performance 
against the f u l l  a r ray  o f  program requirements and concerns i s  the annual in-  
house review. This review i s  he ld  l a t e  i n  the  grantee's program'year and j u s t  
p r i o r  t o  awarding of i t s  next  annual grant. Informat ion from a l l  GPR reviews, 
moni tor ing v i s i t s ,  and aud i t  f ind ings i s  reviewed and progress toward the  
reso lu t ion  o f  problems i s  considered. Where performance def ic ienc ies  are  
s t i l l  i n  question, add i t iona l  on- si te moni tor ing may be performed. With a l l  
performance in format ion i n  hand a t  the annual review, HUD considers the 
a d v i s a b i l i t y  of grant  reduct ion o r  condi t ion ing and whether HUD should accept 
the grantee's c e r t i f i c a t i o n s .  

I n  conducting GPR and aud i t  reviews, on- si te monitoring, and the annual i n -  
house reviews i n  a planned and coordinated manner, HUD attempts t o  reso lve the 
greatest  number o f  i d e n t i f i e d  concerns about a grantee's performance i n  a 
cooperative, non-adversarial re1 at ionship which emphasizes guidance and 
technical  assistance ra the r  than resor t ing  t o  grant  condi t ions and reductions. 

1982 PERFORMANCE REVIEW INITIATIVES 

8 During FY 1982, the Department undertook a major new performance moni tor in  
i n i t i a t i v e ,  Program Accountab i l i ty  Monitoring, t o  e l iminate  fraud, waste, an 
mismanagement i n  the CDBG program. Program Accountab i l i ty  Monitoring contains 
both a subject  area o f  monitoring review and a technique-- intensive 
monitoring-- for concentrat ing 1 im i ted  resources on grantees w i t h  s i g n i f i c a n t  
compliance problems and high- r isk a c t i v i t i e s .  

As a subject  area fo r  review, Program Accountab i l i ty  Moni tor ing copcentrates 
on the management systems o f  grantees i n  s i x  spec i f i c  areas: Administrat ive 
costs, f inanc ia l  management, management systems , personal property management, 
procurement, and th i rd- par ty  contractors. Se lect  grantees are analyzed i n  a 
two-phase review. The f i r s t  phase focuses upon the grantee's ove ra l l  
management systems and pract ices f o r  conformance w i t h  Federal standards and 
requirements found i n  OM5 c i r c u l a r s  A-87 and A-102. The second phase involves 
c lose sc ru t iny  o f  a sample o f  i nd iv idua l  p ro jec ts  t o  v e r i f y  t h a t  the granteels 
operations are being ca r r i ed  ou t  i n  conformance w i t h  i t s  approved management 
sy s tems . 
Program Accountab i l i ty  Moni tor ing also d i r ec t s  on- si te moni tor ing e f f o r t s  t o  
grantees and a c t i v i t i e s  most l i k e l y  t o  experience noncompliance o r  
inef f ic ienc ies .  A se l ec t  number o f  grantees are chosen t o  be i n tens i ve l y  
monitored i n  fou r  areas: program progress, program benef i t ,  r ehab i l i t a t i on ,  
and the new p r i o r i t y  area, program accountabi l i ty .  These grantees are chosen 
as a r e s u l t  of past  performance def ic ienc ies  o r  ind ica t ions  o f  cur rent  program 
noncompliance o r  because they are funding a s i gn i f i can t  l eve l  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
i d e n t i f i e d  as "high r i s k " .  Based upon past  experience, "high r i s k "  a c t i v i t i e s  
are defined as r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  and pub l i c  services, espec ia l ly  those 
ca r r i ed  ou t  by subrecip ients and t h i r d  par ty  contractors. 
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I MONITORING VISITS AND FINDINGS DURING FY 1982 

During FY 1982, HUD monitored 576 ent i t lement  comnunities accounting f o r  79 
percent o f  a l l  ent i t lement communities w i t h  ac t i ve  grants. Almost h a l f  (277) 
of a l l  ent i t lement  comnunities monitored were in tens ive ly  monitored, thereby 
exceeding the Department's Operating Plan goal o f  143 by almost 100 percent. 
(See Table 1-13.) 

TABLE 1-13 
FY 1982 ENTITLEMENT GRANTEE ON-SITE MONITORING 

Grantees 
Number Percent 

Grantees w i t h  Act ive Grants 725 
Grantees Monitored 576 
Grantees In tens ive ly  Monitored 

i n  FY 1982 277 
FY 1982 Operating Plan Goal For Grantees 

t o  be Monitored In tens ive ly  143 

100 
79 

38 

20 

a?ni Y .S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development Comnunity 
&d. Development, Of f i ce  o f  Management, Data Systems and S%ist i  s 
Divis ion.  Compiled by the O f f i ce  o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

I n  the ma jo r i t y  o f  communities monitored, the Department reviewed loca l  
performance i n  rehab i l i t a t i on ,  program progress, program benef i t ,  and the 
components o f  program accountabi 1 i ty. (See Tab1 e 1-14. 

During FY 1982 monitoring v i s i t s ,  2927 monitoring f i n d i n  s were made on the 

programs accounted for  19 percent of a l l  FY 1982 monitoring f indings. The s i x  
areas included under the Program Accountabi l i ty  i n i t i a t i v e  accounted for  
near ly 31 percent o f  the monitoring f indings, w i t h  over one- third o f  these 
r e l a t i n g  t o  f inanc ia l  management systems. Other moni tor ing areas w i t h  
appreciable proport ions of monitoring f ind ings were re loca t ion  (10 percent), 
environment (11 percent), and labor  standards (6 percent). These f indings 
could range from major t o  minor substantive o r  procedural performance 
concerns. 

576 ent i t lement grantees reviewed. F i  ndi  ngs concerning B ocal rehabi 1 i t a t i o n  
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TABLE 1-14 
FY 1982 CPD MONITORING VISITS AND FINDINGS 

Monitor ing Area 
'Reha a t i  on 

I n % ? ~ ~ h b  
L imi ted 

Program Progress 
Program Benef i t  
Environment 
I n-dep t h  
L imi ted 

A~PMIHAI '&:agemen t 
In-depth 
bimi ted 

Procurement 
Admi n i s t r a t i  ve Costs 
Management System 
Th i rd  P a r t y  Contractors 
Personal Property Mgt. 

Re1 ocat ion 
In-t#epih 
Limi t e  

Acquis i t ion 
HAP 
Labor Standards 
F a i r  Housing & Equal Oppor. 
C i t i zen  Pa r t i c i pa t i on  
E l i g i b i l i t y  o f  A c t i v i t i e s  
Other 

Total 

Grantees Monitored 
Number Percent 

281 
203 
459 
434 

310 
39 

197 
146 
21 7 
214 
240 
209 
191 

25so 
213 
193 
159 
14 1 
138 
80 
57 

37ir 

49 
35 
80 
75 

54 
7 

34 
25 
38 
37 
42 
36 
33 

3? 
37 
33 
28 
24 
24 
14 
10 - -- 

Monitor ing F i  nd i  ngsa 
Xumber Percent 

459 16 
102 3 
73 2 

207 7 

255 9 
14 1 

252 9 
74 2 

102 3 
121 4 
142 5 
138 5 
89 3 

136 5 
53 2 

174 6 
114 4 
16 1 
36 1 
43 mm- 2 

-rum 
a HUD can r e g i s t e r  m u l t i p l e  f ind ings Sn any monitor ing area f o r  any grantee 

monitored. 
In-depth moni tor ing involved oversight  by a technical  spec ia l i s t .  L imi ted 
moni tor ing involved oversight  so le ly  by a general is t .  Grantees may be the 
subject  o f  both k inds o f  monitoring. 

The number of grantees monitored for  each accountab i l i t y  component i s  
understated as a r e s u l t  o f  FORMS ins t ruc t i on  a l lowing the use of a residual  
category f o r  repor t ing  non-findings i n  some o r  a l l  o f  the accountab i l i t y  
areas. 

CL: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office o f  Management, Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  
Div is ion.  Compiled by the O f f i ce  o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation. 
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1982 COMPLIANCE ACTIONS 

Two sections of the CDBG s ta tu te  (Section 104(d) and Section 111) provide HUD 
w i t h  au thor i t y  t o  impose sanctions on grantees f o r  inadequate performance. 
Section 104(d) authorizes the Secretary t o  "make appropriate adjustments i n  
the amount o f  annual grants i n  accordance w i t h  h i s  f i nd ings  pursuant'' t o  three 
performance determinations. Section 111 provides au tho r i t y  t o  invoke 
sanctions for  grantee non compliance which overlaps i n  substant ive coverage 
bu t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  diverges i n  procedural standards from Section 104. Since 
the incept ion o f  the program, HUD has emphasized the use o f  Section 104 
adjustment au tho r i t y  as a basis f o r  reducing o r  condi t ion ing a succeedin 
year ' s  grant  and has thereby avoided the more de ta i led  and r igorous procedura 
standards of Section 111. I n  addi t ion,  a t h i r d  sect ion (Section 109) 
p roh ib i t s  several forms of d i sc r im ina t ion  and spec i f i es  procedures and 
a1 t e rna t i ve  sanctions t o  ensure compliance. 

Contract Conditioning. Most def ic ienc ies  i n  l oca l  compliance w i t h  the 
requirements o f  T i t l e  I and other  appl icable Federal laws are resolved through 
l e t t e r s  and not ices t o  grantees; however, HUD has a lso used grant  cont ract  
condi t ion ing t o  remedy noncompliance. The condi t ion ing o f  an ent i t lemevt  
grant  request i s  an admin is t ra t ive  ac t i on  i n  which the f u l l  ent i t lement  1s  
approved b u t  the  ob l i ga t i on  o r  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  funds f o r  a f fec ted  a c t i v i t i e s  i s  
r e s t r i c t e d  u n t i l  the condi t ion i s  sa t i s f ied .  

n the  ast, s ch cond i t  ons ave been i m  osed on the subse ue t ea '.s r a n t  
f o r  pa& per?ormance-re\ate$ def ic ienc i&s o r  f o r  unreso?vend Xppf icabon-  
r e l a ted  def ic iencies found dur ing t h a t  year ' s  HUD app l i ca t ion  review process. 

I n  May, 1981, i n  response t o  the uneven use o f  con t rac t  cond i t i on ing  by some 
f i e l d  offices, HUD issued CPD Not ice 81-5 t o  the  f i e l d  which t ightened the 
procedures f o r  imposing grant  condit ions. Fie1 d o f f i c e s  were ins t ruc ted  t o  
consider special con t rac t  condi t ions f o r  performance def ic ienc ies  only when 
the evidence o f  noncompliance would warrant a reduct ion o f  the pending 
app l i ca t ion  under Section 104(d). A f t e r  review and agreement by the Central 
Of f ice  on the need f o r  and the nature o f  the performance-related condit ion, 
the affected grantee was t o  be promptly n o t i f i e d  o f  HUD's conclusions and of 
the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  condi t ions o r  other sanctions i n  the event o f  a f a i l u r e  t o  
address i d e n t i f i e d  def ic iencies.  The Not ice stressed t h a t  comnunication 
between the pa r t i es  and reso lu t ion  o f  issues through negot ia t ion were 
preferable t o  the imposi t ion o f  condi t ions o r  o ther  sanctions. The no t i ce  
a lso  ind ica ted  t h a t  HUD f i e l d  o f f i c e s  could independently impose condi t ions 
concerning unresolved app l i ca t ion  def ic ienc ies  where i t  would have otherwise 
been necessary t o  recomnend a grant  disapproval o r  reduction. 

The t rend away from condi t ion ing which began i n  FY 1981 continued i n  FY 1982 
w i t h  three percent o f  the grantees o r  22 grantees condit ioned compared t o  19 
percent o r  124 grantees i n  FY 1981. Since FY 1980, when condi t ion ing reached 
i t s  h ighest  leve l ,  there has been an eighty- two percent reduct ion i n  the 
annual number o f  e n t i t l  ement grantees conditioned. 

The reduct ion i n  the number o f  grantees condit ioned dur ing FY 1982 was due 
p r ima r i l y  t o  the e l im ina t ion  o f  the  CDBG app l i ca t ion  and HUD app l i ca t ion  
review process. Since there i s  no longer an app l i ca t ion  f o r  HUD t o  review and 
approve, app l ica t ion- re la ted condi t ion ing i s  no longer done. 

4 
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While appl icat ion and appl icat ion- related condi t ions are no longer placed on 
ent i t lement grants, HUD has continued t o  condi t ion succeeding grant awards f o r  
performance-re1 ated noncompliance concerns. The number o f  grantees 
condit ioned f o r  performance-related reasons i n  FY 1982 was down s l i g h t l y  from 
FY 1981. Three percent of a l l  approved grantees were condit ioned f o r  
performance-related reasons i n  FY 1982 as compared t o  four percent i n  FY 
1981. There were 26 performance-related condi t ions placed on 22 grantees i n  
FY 1982. O f  these conditions, ten re l a ted  t o  HAP implementation problems, 
e i g h t  t o  aud i t  f indings,  three t o  f inanc ia l  management problems, two t o  
program capacity and one each t o  F a i r  Housing and Equal Opportunity, l abor  
standards, and environmental concerns. Overal l ,  the  number o f  FY 1982 
performance condi t ions was down 58 percent from the  63 performance-related 
condi t ions placed on FY 1981 grants. 

Grant Reductions. When e f f o r t s  t o  reach an agreement w i t h  a grantee over 
erformance concerns are unsuccessful , the Secretary may i nvoke Section 104(d) 

'adjustment" au thor i t y  and reduce a por t ion  o r  a l l  o f  the next  ear 's  award 

a r e s u l t  of past non-performance findings. I n  a l l ,  $2,549,440 was reduced 
from the ten grantees. The reductions ranged from $29,597 t o  $1,224,810. 
Since the incept ion of the Block Grant program, 22 ent i t lement comnunities 
have had t h e i r  grants reduced as a r e s u l t  o f  aud i t  f indings.  Of these 
reductions, ten occurred i n  1982. Thus, 45 percent o f  a l l  aud i t  
reductions took place i n  FY 1982, which ind icates the strong emphasis p aced 
on the  reso lu t ion  of aud i t  f indings. 

Ten ent i t lement rec ip ien ts  had t h e i r  FY 1982 grant award p a r t i a l  T y reduced a; 

qrant 
One grantee w i th  a $1.49 m i l l i o n  grant was no t  awarded FY 1982 funds because 
o f  i t s  f a i l u r e  t o  provide the Secretary w i t h  sa t i s fac to ry  assurances 
concerning compliance w i t h  the c e r t i f i c a t i o n  requirements of T i t l e  I. 

CLOSEOUT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

An ongoing Departmental r espons ib i l i t y  and a major FY 1982 Secretar ia l  
p r i o r i t y  was the  c l  oseou t of various comnuni ty devel opmen t pro jects  and 
grants. 

CATEGORICAL GRANTS 

One of the  on-going respons ib i l i t i es  o f  the Department has been t o  close out  
p ro jec ts  which were funded by the seven categor ical  community development 
programs which predated the Block Grant program. A t  t he  beginning of FY 1974, 
the year preceding i n i t i a t i o n  o f  the CDBG program, there were 6,958 
outstanding projects, inc lud ing  3,095 Open Space, 1,395 Water and Sewer, 1,631 
Urban Renewal and Neighborhood Development, 492 Neighborhood Fac i l  Sties, 200 
Code Enforcement, and 145 Model C i t i e s  projects. The great  ma jo r i t y  o f  these 
p ro jec ts  have been closed out, b u t  a few pro jects  remain active. (See Table 
1-15. ) 
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TABLE 1-15 
NUMBER OF CATEGORICAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS ACTIVE AT THE 

START OF SELECTED FISCAL YEARS, 1975-1982 

19/5 19/?  1919 1981 1982 1983 
vsbz -zzoT 7vB -IBT 79 39 

SOURCE: U .S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community 
Planning and Development, Office o f  Management, Budget Division. 
Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

During 1982, 26 ( o r  51 percent) of the remaining Urban Renewal and 
Neighborhood Development Projects were closed out. HUD also closed o u t  1 2  (or 
50 percent) of the Resource Projects, one (or 50 percent) o f  the Model Cit ies  
programs, and one (or 50 percent) o f  the Code Enforcement programs. The 
remaining categorical workload a t  the s t a r t  o f  FY 1983 was 39 projects o f  
which 25 were Urban Renewal and Neighborhood Development, 12 were Resource, 
and one each was a Model Cities and Code Enforcement project. 

HOLD -HARMLESS GRANTS 

The 1974 Housing and Community Development Act, as amended, created a category 
of temporary entitlement recipients com osed of smaller ci t ies,  which, while 
n t ual i f  1 n for  a f ormul a enti tl  em? E !a$ p$rti#gaff& i n I  oegBEr pygbrsfa8f tRe Severai' citegorical programs conso 1 a e 
For the f i r s t  three years of the CDBG program, these hol d-harm1 ess communi t i e s  
received a grant based upon their average past categorical program 
experience. The hol d- harml ess a1 1 ocati on was reduced t o  two- thi rds of formul a 
grant i n  FY 1978, one-third i n  FY 1979, and was eliminated i n  FY 1980. Once 
phased o u t  i n  FY 1980 or earl i e r  by waiving hol d harml ess el i g i  b i l  i ty, these 
ma1 1 er  ci ti es became el i gi bl e fo r  the small ci ties competi ti ve program. 

n o 

The Department has made steady progress i n  closing o u t  the five years o f  hold- 
harmless grants. In FY 1982, 1,170 grants were closed o u t ,  and, a t  the 
beginning of FY 1983, 1,192 remained t o  be closed out .  (See Table 1-16). 

Table 1-16 
HOLD HARMLESS GRANTS CLOSEOUTS 

BY FISCAL YEAR OF GRANTS 

I-iscal Years 
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 Total 

as o f  9/81 266 242 238 21 7 208 --- 1,171 

FY 1982 240 240 237 230 223 --- 1,170 

t o  be Closed 234 247 241 235 235 --- 1,192 

Grants Made m m 7 l T ~ m - V -  3,533 
Grants C1 osed 

Grants C1 osed i n  

Grants Remai n i  ng 

C t :  u .S .  Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Off ice of 
Management, Data Systems and Sta t is t ics  Division. Compiled by the 
Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation. 
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PLANNING ASSISTANCE ( 701 1 PROGRAM 

Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954, as amended, authorized grants t o  
support State, areawi de, and 1 ocal comprehend ve pl anni ng and management 
programs concerned w i t h  urban and rural development. The Program was repealed 
by Section 313(b) o f  the Housing and Community Development Amendments of 
1981. I n  FY 1982, HUD field offices were able t o  closeout 281 projects or 98 
percent of the projects scheduled for closeout t h a t  fiscal year. For FY 1983, 
the closeout of 265 projects has been projected as a goal by the Department. 

NEIGHBORHOOD SELF-HELP DEVELOPMENT GRANT PROGRAM 

Title VII of the Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1978 
authori zed grants and other forms of assi stance t o  qua1 i f  ied neighborhood 
organi zati ons t o  undertake housing, economic, and community devel opment and 
other appropriate neighborhood conservation and revi tal  i za t ion  projects i n  
1 ow- and moderate-income neighborhoods. Over 50 percent of the program 
acti v i  ties i nvol ved housi ng rehabil i t a t i  on. Other act i  v i  t i  es i nvol ved 
economic development, new housing construction, commercial revitalization and 
devel opment, community dew1 opment, and energy conservation. 

The program was repealed effective October 1, 1981 pursuant  t o  Section 313(a) 
of the Housing and Community Devel opment Amendments of 1981. 

In FY 1982, 14 of the 86 incomplete projects were closed ou t .  The loss of 
funds from other f u n d i n g  sources and the unsettled financial market were the 
major contributors t o  grantee delays i n  completing their work. A total of 42 
of the 125 projects had been closed o u t  by January 1983. The remaining 83 
projects are expected t o  be closed o u t  in FY 1983 and FY 1984. 
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TABLE 1-17: PART I 

BUDGETED 1979-1982 
CDBG ENTITLEMENT CITY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES, 

(bollars in Millions) 

Street Improvements 
Malls and Walkways 
Parking Facilities 
Water and Sewer 
Flood and Drainage 
Parks, Recreation, etc. 
Neighborhood Facilities 
Senior Centers 
Centers for the Handicapped 
Other Public Facilities 
Public Utilities 
Solid Waste Facilities 
Spec. Asst. to Priv. Util. 
Interim Assistance 
Removal of Arch. Barriers 
Fire Protection Facilities 
Foundations and Air Rights 
Payments for Loss of Rent 

Private Property 
Pub1 ic Res. Structures 
Pub. Housing Mod. 
Code Enforcement 
Historic Preservation 

ACQU IS ITION/CLEARANCE RELATED 
(percent) 
Acquisition of Real Property 
Clearance 
Re1 ocat i on 
Di spos i t i on 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
(percent) 
Local Development Corp. 
Pub. Fac. and Imp. for ED 
Comn. and Ind. Fac. for ED 
Acquisition for ED 

COMPLETION OF 
CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS 
7 percent) 

CONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL 
- d P T  IONS -. 

(percent) 

(percent) 
Adm i n i strati on 
Planning 

Net Grant Amount 
Program Income 
Surplus Urban Renewal Funds 
Loan Proceeds 
Reprogramned Prior 
Years' Funds 

ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING 

TOTAL RESOURCES 

1982 

w 
164.3 

2.4 
.7 

44.0 
14.3 
55.0 
19.4 
8.3 
1.4 

89.4 
.9 

2.5 

4.0 
6.8 
9.6 

--- 

--- --- 
%% 

584.2 
108.9 

12.5 
52.6 

9.9 

92.3 
45.5 
31.0 

7.2 

+%+ 
$ 174.1 

73.7 
31.7 
52.5 
16.2 

m 

+-% 
+-% 
$ 303.4 

253.4 
50.0 

$21 18.6 
1963.9 

48.5 
6.5 

23.4 

76.3 

-n%T 

1981 * 
279.1 
10.0 

9.4 
68.9 
16.6 
67.3 
49.0 

9.6 
8.2 
3.4 
2.7 
1.3 

.2 
22.4 
11.0 
9.5 
1.2 

.2 

w 
610.7 
115.0 

27.0 
52.2 
11.1 

% 
141.3 

53.8 
54.5 
10.8 

$ 180.3 rn 
%% 

74.8 
16.5 
19.1 
11.1 

w 

%% 
272.1 
55.0 

62374.3 
2196.8 

58.0 
6.9 

31.1 

81.5 

1980 

%% 
266.8 

14.1 
23.8 
66.7 
21.3 
81.2 
70.2 
14.7 

8.6 
5.6 
4.6 
1.1 

.3 
28.3 
13.2 
9.7 
.1 

2.4 

+-E$ 
575.9 
88.5 
28.4 
47.5 
12.5 

% 

w 
151.0 
60.2 
58.8 

8.7 

$ 119.4 

68.5 
22.5 
18.0 
10.4 

rn 

w 
w 
$ 255.0 

205.9 
49.1 

$2350.7 
2216.8 

35.7 
11.7 
23.8 

62.7 

rn 

1979 

%% 
278.5 

14.3 
12.1 
78.8 
39.1 

104.5 
67.9 
16.8 

7.2 
31.5 

7.3 
2.2 

.4 
25.1 
13.4 
12.4 

.1 

.5 

w 
471.6 
133.6 

29.7 
53.4 
14.3 

182.6 
65.3 
68.8 

8.0 
$ 191.2 

$ 89.2 

38.4 
22.3 
17.3 
11.2 

m 
rn 

+++ 
w 
$ 304.2 

250.0 
54.2 

$2471.1 
2282.7 

57.1 
14.9 
15.7 

100.7 

-VT 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Comnunity Planning and 
Development, Office of .Pro ram Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG Performance 
Monitoring and Evaluation 8ata Bases. 
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TABLE 1-17: PART 2 
CDBG ENTITLEMENT CITY BUDGETED FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES, 

(Do l la rs  i n  M i l l i o n s )  
75-1978 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND 
IMPROVEMENTS i (percent) 
Pub l i c  Works, F a c i l i t i e s ,  

Payments f o r  Loss o f  
and S i t e  Improvements 

Rental Income 
REHABILITATION 

(percent) 
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Loans 

Code Enforcement 
and Grants 

ACQUISITION/CLEARANCE RELATED 
(percent) 
Acqu is i t i on  o f  Real Proper ty  
Clearance, Demolition, and 

D ispos i t i on  o f  Real Property 
Relocat ion Payments and 

Rehabi 1 i t a t  i o n  

Ass i stance 
PUBLIC SERVICES 

(percent ) 
Prov is ion o f  Pub l i c  Services 
Special  P ro jec ts  f o r  the 

E l d e r l y  and Handicapped 

Completion o f  Urban Renewal 

Continuat ion o f  Model C i t i e s  

Payment o f  Non-Federal Share 

OPTIONS 

Land Pro jec ts  

Act i v i t i e s  

CONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL 

(percent) 
ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING 

(percent) 
Adm i n i s t r a t  i o n  
Planning and Management 

Development 
TOTAL RESOURCES 

Net Grant Amount 
Program Income 
Surplus Urban Renewal Funds 
Loan Proceeds 
Reprogramed P r i o r  

Years' Funds 

1978 

w 

w 

w 

751.4 

.4 

356.8 
45.5 

207.7 

234.8 
4.8 

80.5 
$ 220.6 

200.5 

20.1 

m 

w 
76.0 

2.4 
35.5 

+-% 
%% 

251.5 

83.5 
$2437.6 
2295.8 
31.3 
27.5 
11.8 

71.2 

1977 

$ 830.2 
-0m-J- 

830.1 

.1 
$ 329.5 rn 
294.0 
35.5 

$ 440.0 

225.5 

125.8 
3.7 

85.0 
$ 174.6 

163.1 

11.5 

-(18.8J 

-7-73 

w 
151.9 

17.6 
34.9 

w 
229.5 

79.8 
$2395.3 
2263.3 
14.4 
48.6 
.2 

68.8 

1976 

759.2 

.2 

%% 

w 
255.4 
29.9 

215.5 

112.5 
7.0 

85.1 
$ 149.1 

136.4 

12.7 

r- 

w 
154.3 

66.4 
40.4 

%% 
w 

201.4 

69.2 
$2239.2 
2115.9 
11.6 
41.2 
.1 

70.4 

1975 

$ 601.5 
-PJT 

601.3 

t .2 
$ 228.0 m 
195.7 
32.3 

$ 436.4 

240.0 

105.8 
3.1 

87.5 

m 

$* 

w 
72.2 

15.2 

158.1 

132.2 
30.6 

$ 97.2 -nT 
w 

150.6 

81.9 
$2003.9 
1986.9 

5.7 
6.1 
.4 

4.8 

SOURCE: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Comnunity Planning and 
Development, O f f i c e  o f  Program Analys is  and Evaluat ion, CDBG Performance 
Moni tor ing and Evaluat ion Data Bases. 
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TABLE 1-18: PART 1 

BUDGETED 1979-1982 
CDBG URBAN COUNTY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES, 

( b o l l a r s  i n  M i l l i o n s )  

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS 
(pe rcen t )  
S t r e e t  Improvements 
M a l l s  and Walkways 
Park ing Fac i  1 i t  i e s  
Water and Sewer 
Flood and Drainage 
Parks, Recreation, e tc .  
Neighborhood F a c i l i t i e s  
Sen ior  Centers 
Centers f o r  t h e  Handicapped 
Other Pub l i c  F a c i l i t i e s  
P u b l i c  U t i l i t i e s  
S o l i d  Waste F a c i l i t i e s  
Spec. Asst.  t o  P r i v .  U t i l .  
I n t e r i m  Ass i stance 
Removal o f  Arch. B a r r i e r s  
F i r e  P r o t e c t i o n  F a c i l i t i e s  
Foundations and A i r  R ights  
Payments f o r  Loss o f  Rent 

REHAB I L ITATION 
(pe rcen t )  
P r i v a t e  Proper ty  
Pub l i c  Res. S t ruc tu res  
Pub. Housing Mod. 
Code Enforcement 
H i s t o r i c  Preservat ion  

ACQUI SITION/CL EARANCE RELATED 
(pe rcen t )  
A c q u i s i t i o n  o f  Real Proper ty  
C 1 ear  ance 
Re loca t i on  
D i s p o s i t i o n  

PUBLIC SERVICES 
(percent  ) 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
(percent )  
Local  Development Corp. 
Pub. Fac. and Imp. f o r  ED 
Comm. and Ind. Fac. f o r  ED 
A c q u i s i t i o n  f o r  ED 

COMPLETION OF PRIOR 
CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS 
(percent )  

OPTIONS 
CONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL P 

I (percent) 
ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING 

(percent )  
Adm i n i s t r a t i  on 
P1 anni  ng 

Net Grant Amount 
Program Income 
Surplus Urban Renewal Funds 
Loan Proceeds 
Reprogrammed P r i o r  

Years' Funds 

TOTAL RESOURCES 

1982 

% 
51.2 
1 .o 
1.0 
32.3 
9.3 
13.1 
11.5 
7.9 
1.1 
17.4 
.1 

1.9 

.1 
3.8 
3.2 

--- 

--- --- 
w 

110.1 
1.6 
1.1 
3.0 
1.6 

$ 18.9 

13.3 
2.3 
3.3 

-0- 

--- 
w 
$ 31.2 

11.2 
6.7 
11.4 
1.9 

--rim 

-++ 
w 
w 

41.3 
13.9 

$ 412.6 
404.3 
2.4 
1.1 
.3 

4.5 

1981 

w 
61.2 
1.5 
1.7 
42.5 
10.7 
17.1 
10.7 
11.3 
.9 
.7 

1.3 
.2 
.1 
.5 

5.8 
4.2 --- --- 

w 
119.1 
5.4 
2.2 
6.6 
2.4 

m 
24.7 
3.9 
4.1 
.2 

f 7.6 
-7-l-T 

%% 
7.2 
2.6 
.5 

1.2 

w 

+I% 

$ 21.9 Tm- 

45.5 
8.8 

$ 435.0 
424.7 
3.7 

1.0 

5.6 

--- 

1980 

% 
65.5 
1.5 
1.9 
42.6 
9.9 
15.8 
13.8 
10.98 
1.8 
.7 

1.6 

.4 

.4 
6.9 
3.6 

--- 

--- --- 

%% 
97.2 
3.3 
2.1 
4.8 
2.2 

w 

+-I% 

w 

29.3 
3.5 
4.4 --- 

5.7 
1.2 
1.8 
1.6 

w 
++% 
$ 54.5 rn 

46.4 
8.1 

$ 421.8 
417.3 
1.3 --- --- 
3.2 

1979 

w 
60.8 
1.7 
2.5 
47.6 
11.2 
17.1 
16.5 
12.2 
1.3 
.8 
.6 
.2 
.1 
.4 

6.0 
3.9 
.6 --- 

w 
84.0 
3.4 
1.6 
2.9 
2.5 

w 
26.9 
4.9 
4.9 
.3 

$ 8.0 rn 
$ 8.2 -Em 

3.7 
1.9 
1.9 
.7 

w+ 

+-I-& 

$ 22.0 m 

40.1 
11.1 

$ 406.2 
396.0 
2.2 
3.3 --- 
4.7 

SOURCE: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, C o m u n i t y  Planning and 
Development, O f f i c e  o f  Program Analys is  and Eva luat ion ,  CDBG Performance 
Mon i to r i ng  and Eva lua t i on  Data Bases. 
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TABLE 1-18: PART 2 
CDBG URBAN COUNTY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITES, 

(Do1 1 ars in Mi 1 1  ions) 
BUDGETED 1975-1978 

Pub1 ic Works, Facilities, 

Payments for Loss of 
and Site Improvements 

Rental Income 

Rehabilitation Loans 

Code Enforcement 

(percent) 
Acquisition of Real Property 
C1 ear ance , Demo 1 it ion, and 
Disposition of Real Property 
Relocation Payments and 

and Grants 

ACQUISITION/CLEARANCE RELATED 

Rehabi 1 itation 

Assistance 

Provision of Public Services 
Special Projects for the 
Elderly and Handicapped 

Completion of Urban Renewal 

Continuation of Model Cities 

Payment of Non-Federal Share 

Land Projects 

Activities 

CONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL 
OPTIONS m) 

ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING 
(percent) 
Adm in i strati on 
Planning and Management 
Development 

TOTAL RESOURCES 
Net Grant Amount 
Program Income 
Surplus Urban Renewal Funds 
Loan Proceeds 
Reprogramed Prior 
Years' Funds 

1978 1977 1976 - - _ _ _ _ .  

S 166.0 S 156.9 S 102.9 m-mz-7-a- 
166.0 156.9 102.9 

$ 63.9 S 52.1 S 28.2 m m - 0  
60.6 49.6 25.8 

3.3 2.5 2.4 
S 49.3 S 47.8 S 32.7 m m m  

28.7 31.2 22.1 

14.8 11.2 7.1 --- --- --- 
5.8 5.4 3.5 

S 16.5 f 10.8 S 7.0 
mm73.3) 

6.7 6.8 3.6 

9.8 4.0 3.4 

S 5.6 $ 3.9 6 4.9 
mm-r=T 

3.1 .9 .2 

.1 --- .9 
2.4 3.0 3.8 

S 18.6 $ 19.4 S 12.0 
~~~ 

S 52.7 S 41.3 f 25.7 m ( 1 2 . 7 - m - m -  
36.1 27.4 15.1 

16.6 13.9 10.6 
S 372.8 4 332.4 $ 213.5 

368.1 327.7 208.1 
.3 .3 .1 

1.1 --- 1.3 

--- 

--- --- --- 
3.3 4.4 4.0 

1975 

%% 

+-I% 

40.8 

--- 

11.7 
2.0 

S 17.4 
TnrsT 

11.2 

4.2 
.1 

1.9 

+-# 
2.6 

1.5 

s 7.4 
7-63-r 

1.5 

4.3 
1.6 

w-4 
+I-%? 

9.0 

10.4 
$ 109.2 

108.9 
.3 --- --- 

--- 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Conunity Planning and 

Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG Performance 
Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases. 
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METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX 

J O B  CREATION IMPACT SECTION 

The calculation of the non-construction employment impacts and the 
distribution of jobs generated by occupational categories i s  based on the 
Factbook for Estimating the Manpower Needs of Federal Programs, Bulletin 1832, 
3.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 191s . Construction 
estimates are based on Robert Ball ,  "Employment Created by Construction 
Expenditures," Monthly Labor Review, December 1981. The tables i n  these 
sources present sectional distributions of employment generated by each 
b i l l i o n  dollar of expenditures for each category o f  demand. 

The tables found i n  the Factbook for Estimating the Manpower Needs o f  Federal 
Pro rams are derived from an inter-industry employment model t h a t  traces f inal  & or goods and services th rough  each sector of the economy, determining 
the labor time required i n  each sector t o  support these purchases. An 
industry-occupation model then distributes employment i n  each industry i n t o  
occupational categories. The construction-related employment estimates 
included i n  this section are based on these models, as well as Bureau o f  Labor 
Statistics surveys o f  labor and material requirements for various types of 
construction activities . 
Cal cul ations y t i  1 i z i  ng these tab1 es re uire a three-stqge process. First, 
CDBG budget line items must be allocate! t o  the appropriate demand category. 
For example, water and sewer budget line e enditur s ere considered, for 
purposes of employment calculation, as Sewervorks an8 Lrnes. In cases where 
budget lines d i d  not  precisely match the demand categories presented i n  the 
table, conservative choices were made. In the above example, water and sewer 
expenditures include facilities as well as lines and might have been allocated 
t o  the demand category of Sewer Lines:plants. This would have resulted i n  
slightly higher j o b  estimates t h a n  are presented i n  Table 1-8. 

Additionally, employment figures for Housing Rehabilitation and Street 
Improvements are based on estimates for new construction. Rehabilitation and 
repair activities could be expected t o  be more labor-intensive t h a n  new 
construction. Thus, the employment requirements for these activities 
presented here are probably understated. 

The next step is the appl ica t ion of the appropriate price deflators for each 
demand sector i n  order t o  render current budget figures for FY 1982 i n to  
constant dollars. Do1 1 ar amounts i n  non-construction categories are deflated 
t o  constant 1972 dollars employed i n  the Factbook by using Implicit Price 
Deflators for the Third Quarter of 1982 (SeeDepartment of Comnerce, Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, Survey of Current Business, November 1982, p. 10, Table 
7.1). FY 1982 construction dollars are deflated t o  the 1980 constant dollars 
used i n  Ball through application of the appropriate construction cost index 
(see Department of Comnerce, Bureau of Industrial Economics, Construction 
Review, November/December 1982, p. 48, Table E-1). 

Finally,  the employment estimates are corrected t o  account for the 
productivity change i n  each sector from the base years used i n  the Factbook 
and i n  Ball. Adjustment factors for on-site employment requirements i n  
construction are from Bal l ,  p. 43, Table 5. Factors for supplier industries 
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i n  construct ion and for  non-construction a c t i v i t i e s  are based on Bureau o f  
Labor S t a t i s t i c s  p roduc t i v i t y  indexes (see U.S. Department o f  Labor, Bureau of 
Labor S ta t i s t i c s ,  Monthly Labor Review, January 1983, p. 100, Tables 27-28). 

Care should be exercised i n  i n te rp re t i ng  the employment impact f i gu res  
presented i n  the  tables. These f igures should be regarded as estimates o f  
t o t a l  j ob  opportuni t ies supported ra ther  than as actual jobs created. CDBG 
expenditures i n  the  aggregate may, i n  part,  con t r ibu te  t o  sustain ing jobs 
already created through spending i n  p r i o r  program years. The jobs created per 
m i l l i o n  do l l a r s  o f  program funding may be be t t e r  understood ‘as addi t iona l  
employment generated f o r  each m f l l i o n  d o l l a r  increment over past  funding 
leve ls .  Moreover, no ca lcu la t ion  o f  the subs t i tu t ion  e f f ec t s  o f  block grant 
spending has been made. It i s  possible, f o r  example, t h a t  these funds may 
replace money previously spent by l o c a l i t i e s  f o r  the same purposes. 

CDBG PERFORMANCE MONITORING AND EVALUATION DATA BASES 

Ent i t lement c i t y  data used i n  t h i s  chapter were taken from CDBG 
Appl ications/Statements o f  Projected Use o f  Funds and Grantee Performance 
Reports submitted by the 200 c i t i e s  i n  the CDBG Evaluation sample. Complete 
descr ipt ions of the CDBG Performance Monitoring and Eva1 uat ion Data Bases 
coding procedures, and sampling procedures are found i n the Methodol ogicaf 
Appendix o f  previous annual reports. See U.S. Department o f  Hoysin and Urban 

Block [ rant  Program , u.3. tiovernment p r i n t i n g  u t t i ce ,  washington, U.C., 1981. 
Develo ment, The S ix th  Annual Report to- Congress on the Community B evelopment 
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FOOTNOTES 

I 

I 

i 

I n  add i t ion  t o  the deregulatory act ions described i n  the  chapter, the 
f o l 1  owing CPD-re1 ated deregul atory act ions were a1 so undertaken 5 n 1982: 

8 As deregulat ion actions were completed on CPD's rules, e f f o r t s  were 
refocused on the review o f  Departmental issuances, publ icat ions,  forms, 
and reports. An i n i t i a l  review o f  CPD issuances i n  1981 el iminated over 
2,000 pages o f  Handbooks. A second review, completed i n  June 1982, 
rescinded an addi t iona l  1,500 pages. Concurrently, CPD publ icat ions i n  
the Department's inventory were reduced by over 75 percent w i t h  the 
cancel 1 a t i on  o f  75 obsol e te  , dupl i cat! ve, and unnecessary documents. 

o Publ ic Use Reports, which are measured i n  "burden hours", were 
s i gn i f i can t l y  decreased as a r e s u l t  o f  CPD's deregulat ion actions. 
CPD's FY 1983 Informat ion Col lec t ion Budget Request dropped t o  s l i g h t l y  
over 400,000 burden hours from the FY 1980 base year a l loca t ion  o f  1.6 
m i l l i o n  hours, a 75 percent reduction. 

o Another deregulatory i n i t i a t i v e  a f f e c t i n g  CPD programs involved the 
e l im ina t ion  o f  the Urban Impact Analysis procedure. The Pres ident ia l  
Task Force concluded t h a t  HUD and other  agencies prepared time-consumi ng 
analyses o f  the impacts o f  selected programs and po l i c y  i n i t i a t i v e s  on 
c i t i e s ,  o ther  comnunities, and counties under Executive Order 12074 and 
OMB C i r cu la r  A-116. The procedure was found by the Task Force t o  be 
inef fect ive and dup l i ca t i ve  o f  o ther  impact analyses. For these reasons 
and because the Task Force concluded t h a t  the procedures o f ten  delayed 
Federal decision-making and slowed the implementation o f  
benef ic ia l  t o  l oca l  communities, the Executive Order and Circu a r  were 
rescinded. 

P r i o r  t o  the 1981 Amendments, block grants which were not  ap l i e d  f o r  and 

rea l located t o  other grantees w i t h i n  the  same SMSA on a d iscret ionary  basis 
by HUD. The 1981 Amendments rea l located these funds i n  the succeeding 
f i s ca l  year t o  o ther  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  e n t i  tl ement comnuni t i e s  w i  t h i  n the  SMSA 
according t o  several s ta tu to r i l y- de f ined  condit ions. 

Of the  two ent i t lement  c i t i e s  which received the most dramatic increases i n  
t h e i r  grants as a r e s u l t  o f  the 1982 rea l loca t ion  process: 

P rojec ts 

grant funds recaptured by HUD as a r e s u l t  o f  non-per P omance were 

o One community received a 31 percent increase i n  i t s  1982 grant as a 
r e s u l t  o f  a $544,000 reduction i n  the grant o f  the on ly  other 
ent i t lement r ec ip i en t  i n  the SMSA. 

o Another comnunity received a 29 percent increase i n  i t s  1982 grant 
because the only other e l i g i b l e  ent i t lement  comnunity had not  appl ied 
fo r  a 1981 grant. 

See Bunce, Harold and Glickman, Norman, "The Spat ia l  Dimensions o f  the 
Comnunity Development B1 ock Grant Program: Targeting and Urban Impacts'' i n  
Glickman, Norman, ed. The Urban Impacts o f  Federal Pol ic ies.  Baltimore: 
The Johns Hopkins Univers i ty  Press, 1980 . Using a set  o f  nat ional  input-  
output mu l t i p l i e r s ,  Bunce and Glickman calculated t h a t  $2.051 b i l l i o n  of 
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direct CDBG expenditures generated a total gross expenditure of $4.042 
bi  11 ion. 

Employment figures for Housing Rehabilitation and Street Improvements are 
based on estimates for new construction. Rehabilitation and repair 
activi t ies could be expected t o  be more labor-intensive t h a n  new 
construction. Thus ,  the employment requirements presented here are 
probably understated . 
Because of the submission schedule for Grantee Performance Reports and the 
time required t o  code and edit  the information, the most recent available 
actual expenditure information covers the 1980 program year. 
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CHAPTER 2: THE SMALL CITIES COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the Community Development Block Grant Program for Non- 
Entitled Areas. FY 1982 is the first year in which States have been given the 
option of participating in a new State-administered small cities program 
established by the Housing and Community Development Act of 1981, or the 
option o f  continuing under the HUD-administered small cities program which has 
been in existence since 1974. 

The information is organized into four main sections: The first section 
summarizes the results of the first year under the new Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act. The second section describes the legislative and 
regulatory history behind the new Act. The third section presents the actions 
taken by 31 of 37 States electing to participate in the new program -- the 
design and implementation of their own program decisions. The fourth section 
describes the actions of t h 5  14 States deciding to continue under HUD- 
administration of the program. 

OVERVIEW 

As one of the New Federalism initiatives, the State Community Development 
Block Grant Program serves as a prime example of increased flexibility in 
program design and implementation resulting in varied and innovative 
approaches. Thirty-six States and Puerto Rico tailored their programs to 
their own needs and those of their communities. The extent to which the 
program's flexibility was used by the States to develop their own programs is 
evident from the following factors. First, there was an increase in the 
number of applications by units of general local government. Secondly, there 
was an increase in the number of awards and a corresponding decrease in the 
size of individual grants. Thirdly, States pursued a greater variety of 
development strategies. Lastly, the States shifted the program's emphasis 
from addressing housing needs to focusing on public facilities and economic 
development. 

The first substantial change from the HUD-administered program was the large 
increase in the number of applications from units of general local 
government. Three factors accounted for this change: extensive outreach 
activities conducted by the States, an increase in the amount of CDBG funds 
going to the States, and grantee anticipation of an increase in the number of 
awards. 

Consistent with the Administration's policy and legislative intent, the States 
engaged in extensive outreach activities with their small cities. The 
activities encompassed both program design and implementation. States engaged 
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policy advisory committees, associations, elected officials, State staffs, and 
individual citizens for input on program design. The States then widely 
advertised the program through newsletters, public forums, and meeting with 
elected and appointed officials. Not only did these activities spur interest, 
but many States actually invited appplications -- especially from cities which 
had not previously received grants. As a result, the number of applications 
in FY 1982 increased by 63 percent over FY 1981. However, the increase was 
not uniform. Eight States more than doubled their applications, while six 
States received fewer applications. 

Not only did the number of applications increase, the number of awards 
increased by 75 percent. The increase in the number of awards was directly 
related to the decrease in the size of the average grant. In FY 1981, the 
average grant size was $485,000. In FY 1982, fhe -average grant size was 
$219,000. 

There was also wide variation in the percentage of applications which resulted 
in awards. For example, ten States awarded grants to fewer than one-fifth of 
the applications they received. On the other hand, one State, using a formula 
system for distributing funds, funded every application it received. 

State versatility is most graphically shown in the variation of development 
strategies. On one end of the spectrum, a few States chose a strategy of 
targeting grants to achieve maximum impact in a limited number of 
jurisdictions. The result was a decrease in the number of awards from the 
previous year, but an increase in the average amount of those awards. On the 
other hand, some States chose to distribute funds widely. Using this 
strategy, many States substantially increased the number of awards, although 
awards were smaller than previous years. The remaining States chose 
strategies between these two extremes. 

The opportunity available to both States and grantees is shown in the shifts 
in funding from FY 1981 to FY 1982. In FY 1981, 43 percent of the grants went 
to housing, 30 percent to public facilities, and 23 percent to multi-activity 
grants, with the majority going for housing and public facilities. In FY 
1982, the mix of funding shifted dramatically. Only 12 percent went to 
housing, 47 percent went to public facilities, and 24 percent went to multi- 
activity grants, with slightly over half going to housing and public 
facilities. For the first time, a significant share -- 17 percent -- went to 
economic development. 

The change in program emphasis from housing to public facilities and economic 
development closely corresponds to spending priorities identified by 
localities. In 1978, HUD funded a study of developmental needs o f  small 
cities. In that study, local officials identified problem areas in housing 
conditions and local employment, but they most often ranked public facilities 
as their first priority for improvement. 
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Not only did the activities change but the program grantees changed. More 
grants were given to cities in each population group, with cities under 1,000 
in population receiving the largest increase in the number of grants. Smaller 
cities received more funds for public facilities, while economic development 
and multi-activity grants were important for larger cities. 

The HUD-administered portion of the Small Cities Program also underwent 
changes. An important objective of the 'Administration is the reduction of 
burdens on State and local government and citizens. This objective was 
achieved through a streamlining of the application or review process. 
Applying for a grant is now much easier than before, pith the time required 
for applying for grants has been reduced by 68 percent. 

In other ways, the HUD program was closer to the performance o f  previous 
years. The number o f  applications was up nine percent, perhaps a function of 
the simplified application process, especially the elimination of the Housing 
Assistance Plan requirement. However, the number of awards was down one 
percent and the mean grant size was up 10 percent . Fifty-three percent of 
the grants and 44 percent of the funds went to single purpose grants, while 55 
percent of the awards and 56 percent of the funds went to comprehensive 
grants. Forty-seven percent of the awards were multi-activity commitments 
which had been made prior to FY 1982. Like the State-administered program, 
four-f ifths of the HUD grants were given to municipalities. Counties received 
17 percent and other governmental bodies received less than five percent of 
the awards. Most HUD grants were given to cities with populations between 
2,500 and 10,000 persons. 

The Small Cities Program underwent profound changes in FY 1982: the principal 
changes were the creation of the State program and simplification of the HUD- 
administered program. The most striking contrast between the two programs was 
the flexibility exercised by the States in program design, implementation, and 
funding. 
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RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

The Small Cities Community Development Block Grant srogram was initiated with 
the Housing and Comnunity Development Act of 1974 to develop viable urban 
communities, provide decent housing and suitable living environments, and 
expand economic opportunities principally for persons of low and moderate 
income. This objective was to be achieved through activities which "will 
benefit low and moderate income families, aid in the prevention of slums or 
blight; or meet other community development needs having a particular 
urgency . 'I 
Funds for small cities of under 50,000 persons that were not central cities 
were administered by HUD on a discretionary, competitive basis. Non-metro 
areas competed separately from metro areas, and communities with comprehensive 
programs covering several years of development competed separately from 
communities meeting a single need in one year. Funds were allocated among the 
States on the basis of two formulas which took into account each State's 
population, with substandard housing and poverty double weighted. 

As part of the Administration's New Federalism initiative, the State Community 
Development Block Grant Program for Non-Entitled Areas was authorized by the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 1981. The States were given a new 
role in the Community Development Block Grant Program. States, at their 
option, could administer the FY 1982 small cities block grant program and 
distribute funds among their respective communities. The legislation put 
minimum conditions on a State's exercising its opiion to administer the 
program, sometimes referred to as "buy-in'l provisions. The requirements were 
met when the Governor of the State certified that the State would, in non- 
entitled areas: 

* plan for community development activities; 

* provide technical assistance to local communities; 

* provide, out o f  State resources, funds matching at least 10 percent 

* consult with local elected officials in designing the method of 

of the State's comnunity development block grant; and 

d i str i but i on. 

The Secretary was authorized, for example, to review the timeliness of each 
States' funding distribution system and the States' system conformance to the 
States method of distribution, to determine whether States reviewed grantee 
performance and whether States complied with applicable laws. 

The 1981 Act also brought additional changes to the HUD-administered Small 
Cities Block Grant Program. New provisions reduced the lengthy application to 
only a statement of community development objectives and a summary of 
projected use of funds,which in the case of States, is an outline of the 
method of distributing funds to non-entitled communities, and certifications 
of compliance with applicable laws. Post grant review and audit was 
emphasized rather than the application process.The Housing Assistance Plan 
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(HAP) requirements were eliminated. The Act also simplified citizen 
participation requirements, eliminated some restrictions on the use of funds 
for public service activities, and added a new eligible activity: direct 
assistance to private businesses in support of economic development. 

Thus, the Small Cities program has undergone a profound change from a 
completely HUD-administered program to a program in which States have the 
major implementing role. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

In the 1981 Act, Congress simplified the way funds were allocated to Small 
Cities and increased their share. Thirty percent of Title I funds, excluding 
amounts provided for Section 107 and Section 119, wasgallocated for States 'use 
in both metro non-entitled and non-metro comnunities. 

The result of this change in the method for allocating funds fqr CDBG 
programs, was that the small cities allocation increased by approximately five 
percent. The increase for small cities was intended to correspond to the 
relative needs o f  these areas in relation to the entitlement program. The 
same proportion will be allocated to the Small Cities Program in 1983. 

REGULATORY ACT I ONS 

In implementing the State Community Development Block Grant Program, HUD 
adopted a policy to give maximum feasible deference to State interpretation of 
the statutory requirements consistent with the Secretary's obligation to 
insure compliance with the intent o f  Congress.6 

Interim regulations were first published in November 1981, and final 
regulations were published in April 1982. The final regulations allowed 
States a substantial amount of flexibility to design their methods of 
distributing funds and establish policies and procedures for their programs. 
In addition, the regulations allowed the States to define low and moderate 
income, a key concept relating to national objectives, within the 
parameters of the regulations (also moderate-income persons could not be 
served to the exclusion of lower-income persons). 

In contrast for the State-administered program regulations, the revised HUD- 
administered regulations changed the number of selection factors from eight 
to three. The selection factors retained were: the community's basic need, as 
measured by absolute and relative poverty; program impact on the community's 
needs, and outstanding past performance in meeting basic national objectives 
in the area of fair housing and equal opportunity. 

In addition, the awarding o f  points based on the percentage of lower-income 
persons has been deleted in order to provide communities greater flexibility 
in addressing locally identified needs and in choosing activities meeting one 
of the three broad national objectives. The weight of the program impact 
factor was increased for single applications to achieve comparability with 
comprehensive applications. Categories were modified in which housing effort 
and equal opportunity points could be earned. 
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STATE-ADMI N ISTERED SMALL CITIES PROGRAM 

PROGRAM OPERATI ON 

Congressional intent in enacting the State-administered Small Cities program 
was to meet the objectives of the block grant program while allowing States 
and non-entitlement cities to tailor programs to the needs and conditions of 
their jurisdictions. Thirty-six States and Puerto Rico chose to administer 
the program in FY 1982. These States were located in every region and 
represented a good mix of large and small, populous and sparsely populated 
States. HUD administered the program for the fourteen States which declined 
to assume the program. Figure 2-1 depicts the distribution of State- 
administered and HUD-admini stered States. 

Figure 2-1 
STATE CDBG PROGRAM 

STATES PARTICIPATING IN THE FY 1982 PROGRAM 

ALASKA HAYAl I M A T O  RlCO 

n STATE ADMINISTERED $763 million 
HUD ADMINISTERED $257 million 

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office o f  Community 
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and 
Evaluation, Small Cities Data Base, 1982. 

States which did not assume program administration in the first year had 
generally cited one of three reasons: delay of HUD's final regulations, lack 
of State Legislature approval, and recommendations from involved groups. In 
every case but one, these States felt they needed more time to assess their 
capacities before deciding to participate. 
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Administrative Structure. 
or offices to administer the program. 
chosen by the State for the program. 

In every ca?e, States chose existing State agencies 
Table 2-1 shows the various agencies 

Table 2-1 
STATE AGENCIES ADMINISTERING THE STATE CDBG PROGRAM 

FY 1982 

Age nc 1 e s 

Departments of Commun i ty Development Af f ai rs 14 
Economic Development and Community Development 

Departments 9 
State Planning Agencies 5 
Economic and Industrial Development 3 
Governor's Office 2 
Other Agenc i es 4 

Total -37 

Number o f  States 

Source: The State Community Development Block Grant Program: The First 
Year's Experience: Cambridge, Mass., Urban Systems Research and 
Enqineerinq, Inc., draft report, February 16. 1983. Contract HC- 
5546 with ihe Office of Policy Development and Research, HUD. 

The size of the agency varied with the State grants -- ranging between two or 
three and 24 full-time persons and one to five part-time persons. Some of the 
staff were already working on block grant type activities. Other were added 
with the inception of the State Program. 

The 1981 Act allowed each State to use up to two percent of its block grant 
allocation for administrative costs if the amount used was matched by State 
funds. The Act also required States to use their own funds to match at least 
10 percent of the block grant allocation. Most States used all of the two 
percent for administrative costs. A few used less than two percent, and one 
State did not use CDBG funds for administrative costs. In fact, several 
States noted that it would be difficult to administer the program without the 
two percent set-aside. Most States also easily met the 10% match requirement 
and were able to show additional State funds provided for housing and 
community development activities in non-entitled areas. 

The State administering agencies were frequently complemented by the use of 
sub-state planning agencies. In many States, these planning agencies were the 
major source of technical assistance for smaller communities by providing help 
in the preparation of grant applications and grant administration. 
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Program Design Process. States used a number of resources in designing their 
program, including the Governors, local officials, advisory committees, public 
hearings and opinion surveys. In most States policy advisory committees 
appointed by the Governors were major influences in shaping the program. 

The States engaged in an extensive variety of outreach activities to obtain 
small cities' input into the program design, to acquaint small cities with the 
program and to encourage the submission of applications. Most States 
established direct comnunication with the cities through workshops, training 
sessions, forums, regional meetings, booklets, bulletins, and newsletters. 
States involved the cities in establishing priorities, designing the funding 
systems, and commenting on form and procedures. 

In designing the programs, the States developed priorities for the funding. 
Table 2-2 shows these priorities. 

Table 2-2 
COMMON STATE CDBG PROGRAM PRIORITIES 

FY 1982 

I 
I 

Activity Number of States' 

Economic Development 
Pub1 ic Fac i 1 it ies 
Housing for Low/Moderate-Incame Persons 

33 
27 
26 

Most States had multiple priorities. Therefore, the sum of the 
States will exceed the number of States participating in the 
program. Most States had at least five priorities. 

Source: Th e State Community Development Block Grant Program: The 
First Year's Experience: Cambridge, Mass., Urban Systems 
Research and Engineering, Inc., draft report, February 16, 
1983. Contract HC-5546, with the Office of Policy Development 
and Research, HUD. 

In designing their programs the States had to determine how the primary 
objectives of the Act would be applied, establish appropriate definitions for 
each, and develop standards by which the objectives could be measured. Most 
States established a special set-aside or competition for the urgent needs 
objective. The applicants were generally required to justify their projects 
based on either of the two objectives -- benefits to low- and moderate-income 
persons or elimination of slums and bl ight. 

Under the Federal standard, the metropol itan low and moderate benefit standard 
is 80 percent of the median family income for the whole SMSA. For non- 
entitled areas, the standard is 80 percent o f  the median family income for all 
non-metropol itan areas. Thirty-two States adopted the Federal definition of 
low and moderate income. 
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One State defined moderate income as 90 percent of the median family income; 
another State defined low and moderate income as 75 percent of the median and 
a third defined low and moderate income as 90 percent of the median. 

Twenty-five States used a rating system which assigned points to proposals. 
Twenty-four of those 25 States assigned points for projects which benefitted 
low- and moderate-income persons. On average, those 24 States gave 22 percent 
of the total points for low and moderate income benefits. Four States which 
did not have a low and moderate-income factor did, however, institute a 
threshold to guarantee reasonable benefit to low- and moderate-income persons. 

Selection Systems. In allocating funds for units of general local government, 
State governments followed one of four selection methods: competitive, 
formula, sub-state allocation, and a hybrid of other methods. In a 
competitive system, the State conducted either a general competition, where 
all applicants competed for funds against all other applicants, or a project- 
type competition, where funds were divided into sub-competitions based on the 
type of activities (for example, economic development, housing, etc.). Some 
States chose a formula system where funds were distributed on the basis o f  
comnunity size and relative need. In other States the funds were allocated to 
sub-state regions and competitions were held with the regions. One State used 
a hybrid system which included one or more features from the other three 
systems. The following table shows the various distribution systems and the 
percent of funds allocated by each. 
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Type of System 

TABLE 2-3 
STATE CDBG PROGRAM DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

Competitive 
General 
Project Type 
Hybrid 
Single/Mul ti -Purpose 
Population-based 
Competitive Total 

Formu 1 a 
Sub-state Allocation 
Hybrid 

Total 

Number 
of 

States 

12 
10 
4 
4 
2 

32 
2 
2 
1 
37 

1 Percent 
Funds 

A1 located 

20 
35 
15 
6 
4 

80 
13 
1 
1 
96 
- 

Does not include four percent of all program funds distributed through 
special discretionary grant programs in 18 States. 

Source : The State ‘Community Development Block Grant Program: The First 
Year’s Experience: Cambridge, Mass. , Urban Systems Research and 
‘Engineering, Inc., draft report, February 16, 1983. Contract HC- 
5546, with the Office o f  Policy Development and Research, HUD. 
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Table 2-4 illustrates the selection factors used in the FY 1982 competition. 

Table 2-4 
SELECTION FACTORS FOR THE FY 1982 COMPETITIONS 

OF 31 PARTICIPATING STATES 

Selection Factors Number of States' 

Project Impact 30 
Community Needs 26 
Benefits to low/moderate income persons 25 
Leveraging Other Funds 25 
Employment CreatedlRetai ned 15 
Local Match Commitment 7 
Equal Opportunity 2 
Prior CDBG Experience 5 
Housing Commitment 6 

1 

'Most States used a multiple selective factor. As a result the sum of the 
States will exceed the actual number of States participating in the 
program. 

Source: The State Community Development Block Grant Program: The First 
ear's Experience: Cambridge, Mass.: draft re ort, Urban Systems 

Contract HC- iesearch and Enqineerinq, Inc. February 16, f983. 
554'6 with the Office o f  policy Development and Research, HUD. 

Although most State officials reported that they had no major problems with 
their selection systems, two-thirds expect to change the systems for FY 
1983. These changes include refinements in the rating and review processes, 
project types, and formulas. Many States would have preferred additional time 
to consider alternate ways to assess low- and moderate-income levels to 
improve housing data, and to determine the desirability of certain types of 
projects. 

PROGRAM BENEFIT 

Number of Applications .8 A significant change from the HUD-administered 
program was the large increase in the number of applications and the increased 
number of recipients. Three factors accounted for this change: extensive 
outreach activities conducted by the States, an increase in CDBG funds going 
to small cities, and State intentions to fund a larger number of small 
cities. As Table 2-5 shows, the number of applications in FY 1982 increased 
by 60 percent over FY 1981. However, the increase was not uniform. Eight 
States more ,than doubled their applications while six States received fewer 
appl ications. 
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Table 2.5 
SumARY OF SMALL CITIES APPLICATIONS AND AWARDS 

FY 1981 AND FY 1982 

STATE - licat ions  b a r d s  Ratio Average h u n t  o f  Award Number o f  Applications Number o f  Awards -- 1981 kY 1982 X Ch ange -- F Y V %  Change #EI81 d 9 8 2  X Chanue X Change 

A1 abiuna 181 288 59 53 93 75 29 32 10 434 154 
A r i  zma 27 60 122 11 34 209 41 57 39 435 133 

318 340 6 
239 120 (50) 

Connecticut 37 55 48 17 17 0 46 31 (32) 
Delaware 15 24 60 6 13 116 40 54 35 

626 367 (42) 
309 338 9 

Georgia 172 312 81 45 50 11 26 16 (38) 

681 367 (47) 
24 12 (50) 

196 (47) (46) 369 
28 15 

Idaho 49 76 55 12 9 (25) 

518 (31) 
(4 )  481 

22 
I 1  l i no i s  160 248 55 45 36 
Iowa 189 37 3 97 44 81 84 

25 
282 (19) 

Kentucky 99 228 130 23 29 26 23 13 
22 26 18 12 15 

345 
441 \12) 

17 19 11 45 26 (42) 
Lou i s  i ana 183 179 (3) 
Maine 38 72 89 

4Y9 
435 220 (50)  

43 22 (481 
-- -- 499 -- -- 

Massachusetts 76 140 84 33 31 
51 82 
33 -- -- 33 

Michlgan 207 124 ( 40) 
Mississippi 101 237 134 

334 188 (44) 
386 279 (281 

Missouri 246 504 104 51 67 31 21 13 (38) 

(34) 128 (57) 
67 (77) 

(20) 296 
Montana 32 48 50 11 13 18 34 27 
Nebraska 104 203 96 27 71 162 26 35 

290 
344 (b) 

Nevada 11 60 445 7 19 171 64 32 (50) 
365 
599 419 (31) 

38 17 (55) 
North Carolina 156 257 64 46 78 69 
North Dakota 58 107 84 12 33 175 21 31 47 430 121 (721 
Ohio 218 457 109 61 457 649 28 100 257 529 32 (9)) 

632 611 (4) 
527 395 (26) 
4 70 131 

70 66 
34 38 11 

Puerto Rico 70 67 (4) 
South Carolina 92 143 55 

37 184 21 
399 319 

152 50 (89) 
621 0 

57 23 32 24 
13 
46 

South Dakota 63 55 (12) 
Tennessee 142 240 69 
Utah 46 175 280 8 75 837 17 43 

622 
509 10 
476 10 

462 
32 14 
28 14 

Virg in ia  90 150 66 29 21 (27) 
13 

431 
487 704 44 

Wash i ng ton 61 93 52 17 
27 
37 39 5 24 

West V i rg in ia  78 65 (16) 

7 7 - 0 - 41 19 0 - 354 - 244 (jil) 
Wisconsin 152 118 (22) 

111 Wyoming - 17 - 
Total 3,222 5276 63 935 1641 75 29 31 6 $485 5219 (55) 

361 (25) 
(43) 747 

60 66 164 

30 3 
New Jersey 52 82 57 20 14 (30) 29 

(6) 37 
100 99 (1) 

27 (27) 
67 219 

25 (28) 
33 37 - -  - 36 

NOTE: (1) (9 FY 1981 includes Single Purpose and f i r s t  or  i n i t i a l  year of Comprehensive applications, number and average s ize o f  grants. 
4) Pre-applications i n  FY 1981 

Source: Department o f  Housing and Urban Developmnt, Off ice o f  Carmunity Planning and Development, Off ice o f  Program 
Analysis and Evaluation, 1982 Smal l  C i t ies  Data Base, Data Systems and S ta t i s t i cs  Division, Off ice o f  Management; canpiled by Off ice o f  
Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

Mississippl has not yet  awarded i t s  FY 1982 grants. 
Parentheses indicate negative numbers 



Number of Awards.’ Not only did the number of applications increase, the 
number of awards increased by 75 percent. Table 2-5 shows more grants were 
awarded under State administration, although the average size grant was 
significantly smaller. There was also wide variation in the percentage of 
applications which resulted in awards. Idaho, for example, approved 12 
percent of the applications it received, while Ohio, using a formula 
distribution system funded 100 percent as Figure 2.2 shows. 

Figure 2.2 

PERCENTABE OF APPLICATIONS RECEIVINO AWARDS 

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community 
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and 
Evaluation Small Cities Data Base, 1982. 
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Average Grant Size.'" Table 2-5 shows that the average grant size in FY 1981 
was $485 ,000. Under State administration in FY 1982, the average grant size 
for those same States dropped 55 percent to $219,000. The data indicate that 
a general pattern emerged: more applications, more awards, and smaller 
individual grants. 

However, this pattern was not universally followed. In fact, States pursued a 
variety of funding strategies. On one extreme, Ohio chose to distribute funds 
by using a formula, which resulted in more than six times the number of awards 
than in FY 1981. However, Ohio's average grant size was only 6 percent o f  its 
average FY 1981 grant. On the other extreme, Wisconsin awarded only 5 percent 
more grants, but each grant was, on average, 44 percent larger than the 
previous year. The other States developed strategies which were intermediate 
of these two extremes. 

The wide strategic difference between Ohio's funding strategy and Wisconsin's 
funding strategy indicates the flexibility available to the States under the 
St ate adm i n i s tr at i on 

I 

Project Activities. State administration of Small Cities funding resulted in 
substantial shifts in the projects for which grant funds were awarded and 
wider variation in the average grant size for each purpose (Figure 2-3). In 
FY 1982, States awarded 43 percent of program funds for public facilities 
projects, a 63 percent increase over the FY 1981 total of 24 percent of grant 
funds. Economic development spending markedly increased from four percent to 
over 18 percent 'of grant funds awarded. Conversely, funds awarded for housing 
registered a decline from a FY 1981 frfare of 39 percent of grant dollars to an 
11 percent funding level in FY 1982. 

The change in program emphasis from housing to public facilities spending 
after the transfer to State admi'nistration closely corresponds to spending 
priorities previously identified by localities. A study o f  the developmental 
needs of small cities conducted by the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development in 1978 indicated that while local officials identified problem 
areas in housing conditions and local employment, they most often ranked 
public facilities as their first priority for improvement. 
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Figure 2-3 

F Y  1981 b F Y  
BY 

1082 GRANTS AND GRANT FUNDS 
PROJECT ACTIVITY , 1 0 0 ' y - '  

004 I 
AMOUNT OF FUNDS NUMBER OF GRANTS 

68 IR 

Multi-activity grants are distributed as follows: 

% FY 82 State Grants 

Housing 41.6 Housing 84.4 
Pub. Fac. 35.9 Pub. Fac. 76.6 
Econ. Dev. 18.6 Econ. Dev. - 8.4 
Unspecified 51.9 

Housing activities totals are likely to be understated due to the 
uqavailability of budget figures for some Multi-Activity grants. 

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community 
Planning and Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division, 
Office of Management, compiled by the Office of Program Analysis 
and Evaluation; Small Cities Data Base, 1982. 

% FY 81 HUD Grants 
including specified activity: involving specified activity: 

Multi-Year Commitments. In the new State-administered program, the States 
were required to honor multi-year commitments HUD had made in FYs '80 and 
'81. HUD Multi-Year commitments totalled 338 grants and $220,137,000 with an 
average size grant of $651,000. Because many of these multi-year commitments 
will terminate in FY 1982, the FY 1983 program commitments are fewer in 
number. For FY 1983, there are 192 commitments totalling $128,710,000 with an 
average size grant o f  $670,000. In comparison with the State-administered 
program, the average size of State multi-year grants is larger than the State 
competitive grants, because most States in the State-administered program 
chose to fund more cities with smaller grants. 
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PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS 

Type o f  Grantees. Grants were awarded t o  c i t i e s ,  towns, count ies and o ther  
governmental bodies. Table 2-6 shows the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  State-awarded grants  
t o  these types o f  grantees. 

Table 2-6 

GRANT FUNDS BY GRANTEE TYPE 
(30 STATES AND PUERTO RICO) 

DISTRIBUTION OF FY 1981 AND FY 1982 STATE-AWARDED GRANTS AND 

Number o f  Grants % Percent o f  Grants % 
FY 1981 FY 198 2 Change FY 1981 FY 1982 Change 

C i t i e s  
Townships 
Counties 
T o t a l  

C i t i e s  
Townships 
Counties 

526 1192 127 
132 105 (20) 

'90. - 181 344 
1641 96 

To ta l  Amount o f  Funds ($000) 
% 

FY 1981 FY 1982 Change 

$253,660 $272 , 374 7.4 
'56 , 573 16,119 (71.5) 
95 939 70 384 (26.6) 

S47E-33- $3?3377-- 11.6) 

62.7 72.6 
15.7 6.4 
21.6 21 .o 
1oo.o 1oo.o 
Percentage o f  Funds 

FY 1981 FY 1982 

62.5 75.9 
13.9 4.5 
23.6 19.6 
1- la0.0 

15.8 
(59) 
(2.8) --- 

% 
Change 

21.4 
(67.6) 
(16.9) --- 

Average Grant Size 
% 

FY 1981 FY 1982 Change 

C i t i e s  $482z44 $228,502 (52.6) 
Towns h i ps 428 , 582 153,514 (64.2 
Count i es 530 052 204 605 
Average f o r  a l l  areas $* $* 

Source: Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, O f f i c e  o f  
Community Planning and Development, O f f i c e  o f  Program 
Analys is  and Evaluat ion,  Small C i t i e s  Data Base, 1982. 
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Grantee Size. Small cities of each population category received more grants 
in FY 1982 than in FY 1981. The most significant increase was for cities of 
under 1,000 in population. Grants to such cities increased from 138 to 380, a 
158 percent increase. Figure 2-4 shows the distribution of grants by city 
size. 

Figure 2-4 

DISTRIBUTION OF FY 4081 AND F Y  1082 
GRANTS BY POPULATION SIZE 

(30 STATES AND PUERTO RIW> 
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Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Comnunity 
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and 
Evaluation, Small Cities Data Base, 1982, and the Data Systems 
and Statistics Division, Office of Management, and complied by 
the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation; Small Cities Data 
Base, 1982. 
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Figure 2-5 shows the distribution of grant funds by population size. Small 
cities with populations between 10,000-25,000 received the majority o f  the 
funds in FY 1982. 

Figure 2-5 

DISTRIBUTION OF FY 1081 AND FY 1082 
GRANT FUNDS BY POPULATION SIZE 
(30 STATES AND PUERTO RICO) I" 2 0 0 7  
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Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community 
Planning and Development, Office o f  Program Analysis and 
Evaluation Small Cities Data Base, 1982 and the Data Systems and 
Statistics Division, Office of Management, compiled by the 
Office o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

6 2  

' !  

I 



OI 
w. 

v) 
0 c 
3 
0 
(D .. 



Level of Distress. Of the small cities that ryjeived State-administered 
grants in FY 198 2, 73 percent were distressed. Table 2-7 shows the distribution. 

Table 2-7 
STATE CDBG PROGRAM 

NUMBER OF GRANTS CLASSIFIED AS DISTRESSED 
BY POPULATION SIZE, FY 1982 

Under - , 000- Over 1,000 Pop. :$o"o" Pop. k:o"k Pop. ::,000 Pop. 25,000 Pop. Total 

I 2 59 170 174 114 61 778 

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Off ice * of 
Comnunity Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis 
and Evaluation Small Cities Data Base, 1982. 
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HUD-ADMINISTERED SMALL CITIES PROGRAM 

This section describes the Small Cities Program as conducted under HUD 
administration in the fourteen States choosing not to accept a transfer to 
State administration. This description includes a discussion of recent 
procedural changes in the program as well as data on funding distributions 
according to grant type and community characteristics. A sumary table 
containing information on the number and amount of grants awarded and the 
population size of grantees in each of the fourteen States is also included. 

PROGRAM OPE RAT I ON 

As a result of statutory changes, and in keeping with recent HUD efforts to 
maximize local flexibility in decision-making, the operation of the HUD- 
admini steref2 component of the Small Cities Program has been stream1 ined and 
simplified. Application requirements have been substantially reduced, 
thereby easing the administrative burden placed on Small Cities Program 
applicants, and the Project Selection System has been redesigned to ensure 

~ 

I wider commun i ty cho i ce of deve 1 opmen t act i v i t i es . 
The application process has been simplified through the elimination of the 
two-stage application procedure, largely in consequence of the legislatively- 
enacted removal of the Housing Assistance Plan requirement. As communities 
need no longer submit both pre- and full applications, the administrative 
effort expended in the preparation of the total submission package is greatly 
reduced. Moreover, HUD Area Offices can more quickly review and rank project 
applications, thus expediting the obligation of program funds. 

The project selection system has been simplified in order to encourage local i 
flexibility in decision-making within the context of the three broad national 
objectives: benefit to low- and moderate-income families; the elimination of 
slums and blight, and the meeting of urgent community development needs. 
Selection factors have been reduced from 8 to 3: Community need, project 
impact, and past fair housing performance factors have been retained, while 
benefit to lower income persons, Area-wide Housing Opportunity Plan, States' 
rating and other federal program points have been eliminated. That part of 
the rating system based on the percentage of lower-income persons benefitting 
from project activities has been dropped in order to afford local communities 
wider latitude in choosing to pursue activities that meet local needs yet 
still satisfy national objectives. It is expected that project selection 
emphasizing program impacts on serious local needs will continue to result in 
high levels of benefit to low and moderate income families. 

In addition to these procedural changes, Small Cities Program modifications 
resu 1 ting from the 1981 Amendments have been implemented. Separate 
competitions for Comprehensive and Single Purpose grants are still being 
conducted, but the two funding areas for metropolitan and non-metropol itan 
jurisdictions have been discontinued. HUD may no longer make multi-year 
commitments: all Comprehensive grants funded in FY 1982 are one-year awards. 
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PROGRAM BENEFITS 

FY 1982 Applicants and Grantees 

As a result of legislative reallocation of funds from the CDBG Entitlement 
Program to the State and Small Cities Program, the 14 States remaining under 
HUD administration experienced an FY 1982 increase in funds available for 
distribution of 9.7%; from $234.4 million to $257.2 million. The number of 
rant applications received increased proportionately from an FY 1981 total of 
?332 t o  1452 in FY 1982 or an increase o f  9%. Although not a l l  grant funds 
have been awarded, Table 2-8 indicates that FY 1982 ratio of grants to 
applicants are somewhat lower than in FY 1981. Should remaining funds 
continue to be awarded at the $491 thousand average, the number of grants 
awarded in FY 1982 will approximately equal the FY 1981 tota , despite 
increases in both funding levels and number of applicants. 

Table 2-8 
APPLICATIONS AND GRANTS AWARDED IN FY 1981 AND FY 1982 TO 

14 STATES IN THE KUD-ADMINISTERED PROGRAMS 

FY 1981 FY 1982 

Total Number of Applications 1332 1 , 452 
Total Number of Grants 523 517 
Total Amount of Grants $234.4 mi 1 1  ion $253.9 million' 
Average Size of Grants $448 , 183 $491 , 103 

'This total comprises 98.8 percent o f  the total amount allocated. 
remainder of funds have not yet been awarded. 

Source: 

I 

The 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community 
Planning and Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division, 
Office of Management, compiled by the Office of Program Analysis 
and Evaluation. 

Comprehensive and Single-Purpose Grants. l3 I n  FY 1982 HUD funded 241 
Comprehensive qrants totallinq $142 .4 million and awarded 276 Sinqle Purpose 
grants totalling $111.5 milljon. Reflecting the purpose of Coiprehensive 
grants to address a significant portion of an area's community development 
needs through the coordinated pursuit of multiple activities, these grants on 
average are significantly larger than Single Purpose grants. FY 1982 
Comprehensive grants averaged $590,900 in comparison to a Single Purpose grant 
average of $404 , 000. 
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Table 2-9 
NUMBER, AMOUNTS, AND AVERAGE SIZE FOR 

FY 1982 SINGLE PURPOSE AND COMPREHENSIVE GRANTS 
(14 STATES) 

Amount Average 
Number of Size of 
of Grants Grants 

Grants Percent (mi 11 ions) Percent (thousands) 

Single 276 53.4 111.5 43.9 404.0 
Purpose 

Comprehensive - 241 - 46.6 142.4 56.1 590.9 

Total 517 100.0 $253.9' 100.0 $491.1 

'This table comprises 98.8 percent of the total amount allocated. 
remainder of funds have not yet been awarded. 

Source: 

The 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, Off ice o f  Community 
Planning and Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division, 
Office of Management FORMS 1982, compiled by the Office of 
Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

Multi-Year Commitments. Table 2-10 presents the distribution of Comprehensive 
grant awards in the 14 HUD-administerd States by the duration o f  the grant and 
year o f  funding. As HUD made no new multi-year commitments in FY 1982 the 
figures for all two- and three-year grants represent continuation of prior 
multi-year programs. These awards constitute over 64% of all Comprehensive 
grants funded, and a proportionate share o f  grant funds. One-year grant 
awards comprised about 36% of Comprehensive grants awarded. Fourteen grants, 
or 5.8 percent, were for two years, and 141 or 58.5 percent were for three 
years. All fourteen of the two-year grants were in their terminal year. Of 
the three-year grants, 88, or 36.5 percent, were in their second, and 53 or 
22.0 percent in their terminal year. Awards tended to be smaller when the 
comprehensive grant was in its terminal year than when it was in a first or 
intermediate year. 
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Table 2-10 

(14 STATES) 

NUMBER, PERCENT, AND AVERAGE SIZE AWARDS FOR COMPREHENSIVE GRANTS 
BY YEAR AND DURATION OF GRANT, FY 1982 

Amount Average 
of Size 

Year/Duration Number Percent Awards Award 
($000) ($000) 

1 /1* 86 35.7 $57,098 $663.9 

2 /3 88 36.5 54,000 613.6 
3/3 53 22.0 25,215 475.8 

2/2 14 5.8 6,123 437.4 

Total funded 'ZVT 100.0 - $590.9 

*The lt/ll mark indicates first, the current grant year being funded and, 
second, the multi-year commitment. Thus, 2/2 is the second year of a 
two-year grant; 2/3 is the second year of a three-year grant, etc. 

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of 
Cornunity Planning and Development, Data Systems and 
'Statistics Division, Office of Management, compiled by Office 
of Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

PROGRAM CHARACTER I ST I C S 

I 

! 

The distribution of HUD-administered grants and grant funds to various types 
of local government is portrayed in Table 2-11. Grants to municipalities 
accounted for the bulk of grants and grant funds awarded in FY 1982, totalling 
78.3% of grants awarded and 78.7% of grant dollars. Grants to counties 
constituted about 17% of grants and grant funds, and awards to other 
jurisdictions, under 5%. 

In terms of the population size of grant recipients, communities o f  between 
2,500  and^ 10,000 in population were awarded a higher share of grant funds than 
any other category of jurisdiction. Table 2-12 demonstrates that over one- 
third of grant dollars were expended in communities of this size. Grantees 
with fewer than 2500 persons received about 24% of grant funds as did 
comnunities between 10,000 and 25,000 in population. 17% of funds were 
awarded to places inhabited by more than 25,000 persons. This funding 
distribution closely resembles that for all 50 States and Puerto Rico in FY 
1981, and is similar to the pattern of funding characteristic of the State- 
administered portion of the Program (see Figure 2-5). 
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Table 2-11 
FY 1982 GRANTS BY TYPE OF GOVERNMENT, 

(14 STATES) 

Type Number Amount 
of of of 

Government Grants Percent Grants Percent 
( $000) 

Municipalities 405 78.3 $199,910 78.7 

Townsh ips 21 4.1 8,166 3.2 

Counties 89 17.2 43,602 17.1 

Other 2 .4 2 , 263 1.0 

Total 337 T K - 0  - -0 

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Off ice of Community 
Planning and Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division, 
Office o f  Management, compiled Office o f  Program Analysis and 
Eva1 uat ion. 

Table 2-12 
FY 1982 DISTRIBUTION OF GRANT FUNDS BY POPULATION 

SIZE OF GRANTEES 
(14 STATES) 

Size Number Amount 
of of of 

City Grants Percent Grants Percent 
($000) 

Under 1 , 000 60 11.6 $22 , 484 8.8 

1 , 000-2 , 499 87 16.8 37 , 897 15.0 

2 , 500-9 , 999 173 34.4 88 , 094 34.7 

10,0OO-24, 999 116 22.4 62 , 112 24.4 

25,000 or more 81 15.6 43 , 354 17.1 

Total - 5 7  10.03 $253,941 lorn 
Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Off ice of Community 

Planning and Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division, 
Office of Management, compiled by Office of Program Analysis and 
Evaluation. 
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States 

Arkansas 
Ca 1 i f orni a 
Colorado 
F l o r  i da 

Mary1 and 

MI nneso t a 
New Hampshire 
New Mexico 
New York 
o m o n  
Texas 
Vemnt 

U Haua i i 
0 Kansas 

Table 2-13 
FY 1982 SMALL CITIES PROGRAM, 

NUMBER AND AMOUNT OF GRANTS BY STATE, 
AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF GRANTS BY POPULATION SIZE OF CITIES 

Percent Distr ibut ion o f  Grants 
by Population Size o f  Cit ies Approved Grants 

m u n t  over lO,W- 2,500- 1,OOO- ( S o w  % Number % Total 25,000 25,000 10,OOO 2,500 

$22,995 9 43 8 100 12 16 30 9 
23 , 453 9 49 9 100 36 29 26 6 
9,654 4 20 4 100 5 25 45 5 
21 , 520 8 35 7 100 20 6 40 17 
1,400 1 2 1 100 lo0 
17 , 118 7 39 8 loo 10 28 34 8 
8,325 3 23 4 100 18 39 26 13 

22 , 249 9 41 8 100 19 17 32 22 
5,619 2 12 2 100 8 42 42 8 
9,329 4 21 4 100 20 19 30 9 
38,925 15 81 16 100 17 30 38 10 
9,894 4 23 4 100 13 22 13 22 

585,553 23 116 22 100 7 17 32 35 
4,905 2 12 2 100 25 67 8 

Total $233,3Qi.3 1m '5n 1 .  100% 15% 23% 33% 17% 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Camrmnity 

Planning and Development, Office o f  Management, Data Systems and 
Stat ist ics Division, 1982, compiled by Office o f  Program Analysis 
and Evaluation. 

Under 
1,OOO 

32 
2 
20 
17 

20 
4 

10 

5 
5 
30 
9 

11% 



Figures for each State's number and amount of grants awarded, as well the 
distribution of grants by grantee population size, are presented in Table 2- 
13; 

Grant Closeouts 

In order to ensure a more efficient use of staff resources, eliminate costs 
caused by delays, and ease the transition to state administration closeout of 
completed Small Cities grants has been a HUD priority for several years. In 
FY 1982, HUD closed out 2069 grants, an increase over the 2045 grants closed 
out in FY 1981, the first year in which close-outs exceeded new awards. HUD 
will continue this emphasis on the close-out of completed projects. 

POTENTIAL JOB CREATION IMPACTS 

In addition to the concrete community improvements resulting from planned FY 
1982 Small Cities Program expenditures, the total allocation of $1.02 billion 
expended on ftoject activities is expected to support or create approximately 
31,000 jobs. 

Table 2-14 presents the comparative employment effects of these expenditures 
for each project activity for which data are available. Among construction- 
related activities, water and sewer projects, the most heavi ly-funded 
activity, generate the highest number of jobs. Street improvements account 
for a small portion of jobs supported, but generate them at a higher rate per 
$1 million in planned expenditures than do other construction activities. 
However, the most effective job creation activities are non-construction 
projects; generating an verage 43.5 jobs per $1 million compared to a total 

This estimate includes both direct employment resulting from program 
expenditures, and indirect jobs generated through materials purchases in other 
sectors of the economy. It does not include the multiplier effects of planned 
expenditures, ie. those jobs supported through the additional spending of 
wages earned. Inclusion of this factor would result in substantially higher 
job estimates. In addition, spending for economic development activities and 
local infrastructure improvements are likely to spur further job formation not 
reflected in Table 2-14. (See Methodological Appendix at the end of Chapter 
One for a description of how the job estimates were calculated.) 

program average of 30.6. 1'5 
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Table 2-14 
COMPARATIVE EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS OF 

FY 1982 CDBG SMALL CITIES PLANNED EXPENDITURES 

P1 anned Potential Jobs Created 
Expenditures 
(in mi 11 ions) 

( State-Awarded Grants) 

Construction 

Water & Sewer 
Publ i c Faci 1 i ties 
Hous ing Rehab i 1 i tat i on 
Street Construction 
and Repair 

Non-Construction 

Publ ic Services 
P1 anni ng 

Multi-ActivityJUnspecified 

'31-State Total 

Total-All States 

83.6 
43.4 
37.5 

4.8 

14.2 
2.3 

173.1 

358.9 

1 , 020 

Jobs 
Created 

1705 
890 
694 

133 

555 
110 

5626 

9713 

31,199 

Per/ 
Million $ 

1 20. 41 

18.5 

27.6l 

20.51 

39.1 
47.9 

32.5* 

27.13 

30.62 

'Jobs supported or created through construction-related expenditures are 
expressed as year-long full-time equivalents. 

2The average of construction and no-construction jobs/$l mil lion (full and 
part- time) is used to estimate the employment impact of the category. 

'This figure is somewhat understated due to the unavailability of 
administrative cost estimates for planned activities. 
4 
C6&, '$I n %nBdo4&;.e n f!? % k?&!s%deef%$ t go$!%t '-I%! k ekn c?t%o m#c!&$?rh! :r i f x%$ %e@X 
estimated that approximately twice as many potential jobs would be supported. 

Source: U.S. Department o f  Labor, Bureau o f  Labor Statistics, Factbook 
for Estimating the Manpower Needs of Federal Programs and 
Robert Ball, "Employment Created by Construction 
Expenditures", Monthly Labor Review, December 1981; Calculated 
by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Community 
Planning and Development, HUD, 1982. 
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Table 2-15 

(Do1 1 ars in Mi 1 1  ions) 

CDBG DISCRETIONARY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES 
BUDGETED 1978-1982 

Activity 1982* 1981 1980 1979 1978 

Rehab i 1 i tat i on 

Public 
Facilities and 
Improvements 

Acqu i s i t i on/ 
Clearance- 
Re1 ated 

Pub1 ic Services 

Economic 
Development 

Planning, 
Administration 
or Local 
Contingencies 

Mu1 t i -Act i v i ty 

No I nf orma t i on 
on Activity 

Total Do1 1 ars 
(Percents) 

$64.0 $298.5 
(17.8%) (34.4%) 

163.1 353.2 
(45.6%) (40.8%) 

.8 101.2 
(0.2%) 11.6%) 

.8 2.2 
(0.2%) (0.3%) 

77.3 21.9 
(21.5%) (2.5%) 

2.5 90.3 
(0.7%) (10.4%) 

48.9 
(13.6%) 

1.4 
(0.4%) 

$m7n73 
(100.0%) (100.0%) 

$301.1 $221.1 $144.3 
(32.7%) (30.1%) (28.3%) 

389.7 330.8 224.8 
(42.3%) (44.9%) (44.1%) 

119.1 99.3 80.2 
(12.9%) (13.5%) (15.7%) 

2.8 2.2 2.0 
(0.3%) (0.3%) (0.4%) 

15.6 10.3 9.8 
(1.7%) (1.4%) (1.9%) 

92.6 72.0 48.7 
(10.1%) (9.8%) (9.6%) 

$920.9$73517 $509.8 
( 100.0%) ( 100.0%) ( 100.0%) 

*Includes only 31 State-administered Small Cities Programs. 

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community 
Planning and Development, Office of Management Data Systems and 
Statistics Division, compiled by the Office of Program Analysis 
and Evaluation, 1982. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

I 5. 
I 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Data sources include the Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
Office of Community Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis 
and Evaluation, Small Cities Data Base, 1982; Office of Management FORMS 
Data Base, 1981; and data from the Urban Systems Research and 
Engineering, Inc. I s  forthcoming report on the Community Development Block 
Grant Program Transfer Evaluation, Contract HC-5546, with the Office of 
Policy Development and Research. 

In FY 1981, 16 hours were allocated for the preparation of the pre- 
application and 107 hours for the application for a total of 123 hours. 
In FY 1982, the single application process has reduced the preparation 
time per application to 40 hours. 

Housing and Community Development Act Amendments of 1974 (PL 93-383, 88 
Stat. 633). 

States were also required to provide assurances of compliance with the 
national objectives and applicable Federal laws. 

Prior to 1981, the statute set aside a designated amount for the 
Secretary's Fund and non-central cities under 50,000 persons within 
SMSAs. €ighty percent of the remainder is then allotted by formula among 
the entitlement jurisdictions. The remaining 20 percent is used for 
discretionary grants to non-metropol itan jurisdictions, that is, 
comnunities that are not located in SMSAs. 

U.S. Senate, Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, Housing and 
Community Development Amendments of 1981, Report 97-87 to accompany 
S.1197, together with additional views, 97 Congress, 1st Session, May 15, 
1981, p. 18. 

Data concerning HUD's State program operations are from the State 
Comnunity Development Block Grant Program: The First Year's Experience. 
This study was conducted by Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc., 
under contract with the Office of Policy Development and Research, 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. USR&E reviewed State- 
submitted Final Statements and surveyed the Community Development 
Director for each of the 37 State-administered programs for information 
on administrative structures, program design, and selection systems. 

Information on the number of applicants for each State was obtained from 
multiple sources. Data from State press releases provided by the Council 
of State Community Affairs Agencies was supplemented largely through 
information provided by HUD Area Offices. In some few cases, 
clarifications were sought from the appropriate State agencies. 
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9. Information concerning the number and amount of awards, recipients, and 
the purposes for which FY 1982 grant funds are planned to be expended is 
contained in the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation Data Base. 
These data are derived from documents provided by the States, 
supplemented by Area Office clarifications when necessary. Fourteen of 
the 31 States choosing State administration of the program, and for which 
information was available, reported expending the entirety of their grant 
allocation. Due to Imminent Threat reserves or multiple funding rounds, 
the remaining 17 States had not awarded all of their grant funds as of 
January 1, 1983. On average, grants awarded in these States constituted 
82.6 percent of their total allocation. Thus, the distribution of grant 
funds by region, population, and project presented in the chapter tables 
may change somewhat based on future grant awards. These changes, 
however, should not significantly affect the funding patterns discussed 
in the text. 

10. Information on the numbers of grants and grant dollars awarded for FY 
1981 is drawn from material supplied by the Data Systems and Statistics 
Division, Office of Management, Community Planning and Development, 
HUD. This information is based on budget figures provided by HUD's Area 
Offices for the majority of HUD Small Cities grants awarded. In the 31 
States opting to accept transfer of the program, FY 1981 data are 
available for 93 percent of FY 1981 grantees. 

11. The UDAG program distress measure was used for Table 2-7. This table 
does not in'clude counties. 

12. Data presented for HUD-awarded grants in the 14 States remaining under 
HUD administration are compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and 
Evaluation from data supplied by the Data Systems and Statistics 
Division, Office of Management, Community Planning and Development, 
HUD. These data are complete for those grants awarded and reported to 
HUD Central Office as of March 3, 1983. 

13. For the derivation of this estimate, see the Methodological Appendix IN 
Chapter 1. 

14. These figures differ from the averages presented in the chapter on 
Entitlement Communities due to the unavailability of precise budgetary 
information on Small Cities Program projects. 
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CHAPTER 3:  THE URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter reports on the activities of the Urban Development Action Grant 
(UDAG) program through the end of FY 1982. Under the Action Grant program, as 
amended in 1981, the Secretary is authorized to make grants "to cities and 
urban counties which are experiencing severe economic distress to help stimu- 
late economic development activity needed to aid in economic recovery.Ill 
Congress established the program in 1977 and has since appropriated $2.6 
billion in funds for use in projects in distressed cities. 

Action Grant funds are awarded on a discretionary basis. Communities are 
eligible to apply to HUD for funding if they meet distress criteria estab- 
lished by HUD, and also have demonstrated results in providing housing for 
persons of low- and moderate-income and in providing equal opportunity in 
housing and employment for low-and moderate-income persons and minorities. 

To obtain a UDAG award for a proposed project, an eligible community must 
obtain firm, legally binding commitments from private sector participants. The 
private investment must be at least two and one-half times the amount of the 
Action Grant. It must be demonstrated that "but for" the infusion of UDAG 
funds the project could not be undertaken and that the UDAG amount is the 
least amount required. Major factors in project selection are the number of 
new permanent jobs to be created, particularly for persons of low- and 
moder te-income, and the amount of local government tax revenues to be gener- ated. i! 
Once a project is selected for an Action Grant award, final agreements are 
signed by the private, local, and HUD participants; and project development 
takes place. Two documents--a grant agreement which is a contract between the 
locality and HUD stating final terms and conditions of the activities to be 
undertaken and the legal ly binding commitments which document enforceable 
commitments from project participants--are executed before a letter of credit 
allowing the recipient to draw down UDAG funds is issued to the locality. In 
addition, environmental requirements must be met before project activity 
(except administrative, environmental studies, and relocation activity) 
supported by the Action Grant can be undertaken. 

During project development, continued Action Grant funding is conditioned on 
meeting the performance schedule specified in the grant agreement. Grantees 
submit quarterly progress reports throughout the development period and 
projects are also monitored by HUD field staff. Projects are closed-out when 
all activities defined in the grant agreement are finished and all costs have 
been incurred. A project is subsequently considered complete when all perfor- 
mance requirements such as jobs and taxes have been met and a final audit has 
been approved. 

OVERVIEW 

This report discusses recent developments in the Action Grant program, program 
operations in FY 1982 including awards and status of projects, and planned and 
actual benefits. It also provides an in-depth look at project characteris- 
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tics. All preliminary awards announced during FY 1982 are described in an 
Appendix. Major findings and topics from each section are summarized below. 

Recent Program Developments. Congressional actions amending the Action Grant 
program for FY 1982 and HUD-initiated steps have led to several important 
administrative developments in FY '1982. The main development has been to 
focus on stimulating economic development and job creation in response to new 
direction from the Congress and the Administration. 

Other developments include revising regulations and forms to simplify appli- 
cation requirements and paperwork and to provide stronger documentation. The 
field office role has been expanded in providing pre-application assistance to 
cities and in post-grant agreement management and monitoring of a steadily 
growing number of projects. Outreach and assistance to small cities has been 
intensified. 

Program Operations in FY 19823 Appropriations for the Action Grant program in 
1982 were $435 .1 million. The annual level for the two previous fiscal 

years was $675 million. Total budget authority through FY 1982 has been just 
under $2.6 bi 11 ion. 

During FY 1982, 371 projects were given preliminary application approval. 
These projects involved $422 million of Action Grant funds They leveraged 
over $2.5 billion in private Sector commitments and an additional $188 million 
from other public sources. Completed projects have leveraged 11 percent more 
private investment than planned. Total planned project investment in FY 1982 
was just over $3.1 billion, 

Cumulatively through FY 1982, total planned investment has been $18.0 billion 
in 1,453 announced projects which are still active or completed. Action Grant 
funds have accounted for $2.4 billion of this amount with $14.1 billion in 
commitments leveraged from private sector investors and more than $1.5 billion 
from other government sources. More detail is provided in the Program 
Operations section of this chapter along with information on progress in 
construction and expenditures. 

Program Benefits. The 371 projects announced during FY 1982 call for the 
creation of 55,060 new permanent jobs of which 59 percent have been designated 
for persons of low and moderate income. Over the life of the program, 1,453 
projects have accounted for 340,000 planned new permanent jobs, 60 percent of 
which were for low- and moderate-income persons. As of the end of FY 1982, 
80,000 new permanent jobs were reported by grantees as having been created by 
UDAG projects. 

Projects announced in FY 1982 were estimated t o  produce $43 million in addi- 
tional .revenue to local governments from property taxes and other tax 
sources. For all projects, the amount of planned annual tax benefits was $381 
million; grantees report that $41 million is already being received 
annually. The Program Benefits section o f  this chapter provides greater 
detail on these planned and actual impacts of UDAG projects along with a 
discussion of other benefits such as housing, historic preservation, and 
mi nor i ty participation. 
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Program and P r o j e c t  Charac ter is t i cs .  The f i n a l  sec t i on  o f  t he  r e p o r t  
describes c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  p r o j e c t s  and uses o f  t he  investment f o r  t he  
program from s t a r t  i n  1978 through FY 1982. One-half o f  a l l  Ac t ion  Grant 
p r o j e c t s  have been commercial o r  mixed-development p r o j e c t s  con ta in ing  a major 
commercial component, 34 percent  have been i n d u s t r i a l ,  and 15 percent  have 
been pu re l y  housing, as measured by the  way funds are a c t u a l l y  used. 

Commercial a c t i v i t i e s  have most o f t e n  been r e t a i l  and o f f i c e  developments. 
Other commercial development has inc luded hote ls ,  medical f a c i l i t i e s ,  and 
c u l t u r a l  centers.  I n d u s t r i e s  most f r e q u e n t l y  invo lved i n  UDAG p r o j e c t s  have 
been those which produce food and food products, n o n- e l e c t r i c a l  machinery, and 
metal products. However, i n  both commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  p r o j e c t s  the re  has 
been great  d i v e r s i t y  i n  t he  type o f  economic development t a k i n g  place. 

Most UDAG funds (72 percent)  have been used by communities t o  p rov ide  d i r e c t  
i ncen t i ves  t o  p r i v a t e  sector  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  p r i n c i p a l l y  i n  t he  form o f  loans. 
The use o f  UDAG funds as d i r e c t  i ncen t i ves  has increased g r e a t l y  i n  recent  
years, f rom 53 percent  i n  FY 1978 and 1979 p r o j e c t s  t o  90 percent i n  FY 1981 
and 1982 p ro jec ts .  A smal le r  por t ion ,  26 percent, o f  t he  UDAG funds has been 
used by l o c a l  governments f o r  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  development such as s t r e e t  r e p a i r  
and water and sewer 1 i n e  replacement. 

Pub l i c  funds o ther  than UDAG have accounted f o r  s i x  percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  
p r o j e c t  investment. O f  t he  funds der ived d i r e c t l y  from o ther  p u b l i c  sources, 
69 percent  have been prov ided by l o c a l  governments, 20 percent  by Federal 
agencies, and 11 percent  by t h e  States. 

Among e l i g i b l e  c i t i e s ,  UDAG funds have been ta rge ted t o  those which are more 
d is t ressed.  I n  l a r g e  c i t i e s  and urban count ies, f o r  example, two- th i rds  o f  
t h e  p r o j e c t s  and funds have been awarded t o  the  one- th i rd  o f  the  e l i g i b l e  
c i t i e s  t h a t  are most d is t ressed.  The program and p r o j e c t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
sec t i on  o f  t h i s  chapter  prov ides greater  d e t a i l  on these and r e l a t e d  f i nd ings .  

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS 

S i g n i f i c a n t  developments a f f e c t i n g  the  admin i s t ra t i on  o f  t he  UDAG program have 
occurred i n  f o u r  major areas. These areas, which over lap t o  some degree, 
are: program design, opera t ing  procedures, t he  r o l e  o f  HUD f i e l d  o f f i c e s ,  and 
smal l  c i t i e s '  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  the  UDAG program. 

PROGRAM DESIGN 

The Housing and Community Development Amendments o f  1981 modi fy  t h e  purpose o f  
Urban Development Ac t i on  Grants t o  emphasize economic development p r o j e c t s  
t h a t  g ive  t h e  b igges t  impact i n  terms o f  new permanent jobs and l o c a l  t a x  
revenues. The 1981 Amendments a l so  do away w i t h  the  prev ious requirement t h a t  
t h e r e  be a Veasonable balance" among commercial, i n d u s t r i a l ,  and neighborhood 
p ro jec ts .  These changes are r e f l e c t e d  i n  a r e v i s i o n  o f  t he  UDAG program 
regu la t i ons  pub l ished i n  February 1982 and have l e d  t o  a greater  emphasis 
being given t o  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  have the  greates t  impact i n  terms o f  jobs  and 
taxes. 

The Department has a l so  taken a c t i o n  t o  help s t rengthen the  a b i l i t y  o f  States 
and l o c a l  government o f f i c i a l s  t o  undertake pub1 i c / p r i v a t e  par tnersh ips  and t o  
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make e f f e c t i v e  use o f  t h e  va r i ous  t o o l s  and techniques designed t o  promote 
economic development a c t i v i t i e s .  These ac t i ons  inc luded  t h e  t r a i n i n g  o f  HUD 
f i e l d  o f f i c e  s t a f f  t o  enable them t o  p rov ide  more p r e- a p p l i c a t i o n  adv ice and 
guidance on proposed UDAG p r o j e c t s  and t he  use o f  t h e  Sec re ta r y ' s  D i s c r e t i o n-  
a r y  Fund t o  p rov ide  t e c h n i c a l  ass is tance  on t he  packaging and-development o f  
UDAG app 1 i c a t i o n s  1 

OPERATING PROCEDURES 

Cont inued emphasis i s  be ing  g i ven  t o  improv ing t h e  procedures which govern t h e  
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  t he  UDAG program. The 1981 Amendments c o n t a i n  p r o v i s i o n s  
designed t o  s i m p l i f y  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  process and t o  reduce t h e  paperwork 
i nvo l ved .  The p r o v i s i o n  w i t h  t h e  g rea tes t  impact i n  t h i s  regard  e l i m i n a t e s  
t h e  requi rement  f o r  l o c a l  governments t o  submit UDAG a p p l i c a t i o n s  t o  t h e i r  
A-95 r e g i o n a l  and S ta te  c lear inghouses  f o r  rev iew.  This  and o the r  p r o v i s i o n s  
d e a l i n g  w i t h  s i m p l i f i e d  procedures are incorpora ted  i n  t h e  February 1982 
r e v i s i o n  o f  t h e  UDAG r e g u l a t i o n s .  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  UDAG a p p l i c a t i o n  has been r e v i s e d  t o  r e f l e c t  these l e g i s -  
l a t i v e l y  mandated changes and t o  implement o the r  improvements. The 1981 
Amendments s t i p u l a t e  t h a t  t h e  A c t i o n  Grant should be t h e  l e a s t  amount neces- 
sa ry  t o  s t i m u l a t e  t h e  p r i v a t e  investment  and any o the r  p u b l i c  funds r e q u i r e d  
t o  c a r r y  ou t  a p r o j e c t .  The recommendations o f  "An Impact Eva lua t i on  o f  t h e  
Urban Development Ac t i on  Grant  Program" conducted b y  HUD's O f f i c e  o f  Pol  i c y  
Development and Research and pub l i shed  i n  January 1982 were c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  
t h i s  s t i p u l a t i o n .  These recommendations c a l l e d  f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n s  t o  i n c l u d e  
s t r o n g e r  I tbut f o r "  l e t t e r s  f rom c i t i e s  and p r i v a t e  developers j u s t i f y i n g  t h e  
UDAG subsidy,  app rop r i a te  documentat ion o f  t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  economic f e a s i b i l i t y ,  
and improved accuracy o f  employment and revenue est imates.  The r e v i s i o n s  t o  
t h e  UDAG a p p l i c a t i o n  fo rm i n c o r p o r a t e  t h e  requi rements f o r  s t r onge r  "but  f o r "  
l e t t e r s  and a d d i t i o n a l  f i n a n c i a l  documentation, and i n c l u d e  d e t a i l e d  
i n s t r u c t i o n s  on how t o  c a l c u l a t e  employment and revenue b e n e f i t s .  

THE ROLE OF HUD FIELD OFFICES 

There has been a s teady inc rease  i n  t he  number o f  a c t i v e  UDAG p r o j e c t s  f rom 
year  t o  year .  There were almost twe l ve  t imes as many p r o j e c t s  a t  t h e  c l o s e  o f  
FY 1982 (1,453) compared t o  t h e  number (124) a t  t h e  end o f  t h e  program's f i r s t  
f i s c a l  year  i n  1978. An average o f  333 p r o j e c t s  has been added i n  each o f  t h e  
l a s t  f o u r  f i s c a l  years.  The work load o f  managing and mon i t o r i ng  pos t- gran t  
agreement p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t y  has grown s t e a d i l y .  

As a r e s u l t ,  i t  has been necessary t o  expand and c l e a r l y  d e f i n e  HUD f i e l d  
o f f i c e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  pos t- g ran t  agreement management and m o n i t o r i n g  
o f  e x i s t i n g  p r o j e c t s .  To make t h i s  a c t i v e  involvement more e f f e c t i v e ,  an on- 
go ing  t r a i n i n g  program was e s t a b l i s h e d  a t  Headquarters i n  which se lec ted  f i e l d  
o f f i c e  s t a f f  r e c e i v e  i n t e n s i f i e d  i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  t h e  A c t i o n  Grant process. 
Moreover, t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  Economic Development S p e c i a l i s t  has been c rea ted  and 
each f i e l d  o f f i c e  now has one o r  more such s p e c i a l i s t s  who concent ra te  on t h e  
UDAG program and who a l s o  h e l p  t r a i n  o the r  s t a f f  members. 

To suppo r t  t h e  f i e l d  o f f i c e s  and p r o v i d e  c e n t r a l  guidance, t h e  UDAG Mon i t o r i ng  
Handbook has been rev ised ,  and r e v i s i o n s  t o  t h e  UDAG P r o j e c t  Close-Out 
Handbooks were undertaken. M o n i t o r i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  are be ing  concentrated on 
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those projects which are authorized to draw down UDAG funds. Monitoring is 
focused on adherence to schedule and on financial accountability. Seven 
hundred twelve projects were monitored in 417 communities during FY 1982. As 
noted above HUD field office staff also are now providing increased pre- 
ovelication assistance to local government officials to facilitate the devel- 
opment of their applications and to improve application quality. 

SMALL CITIES PARTICIPATION 

As required by statute, not less than 25 percent of each annual UDAG approp- 
riation is set-aside for award to small cities. The total amount of UDAG 
funds requested in applications submitted by small cities substantially 
exceeds the amount of the set-aside. But, there has not been a sufficient 
number of applications which meet minimum criteria for funding, such as firm 
private sector financing, to obligate those funds fully. As a result, there 
has been a carryover of unobligated, unannounced small cities funds. This 
carryover amounted to just over $70 million at the end of FY 1980, $97 million 
by the end of FY 1981, and $142 million at the close of FY 1982. 

A number of actions to deal with this condition have been underway. A new 
outreach effort was undertaken which called for each HUD Area Office to advise 
the mayors of all UDAG-eligible small cities located in their area of the 
program's existence and of their eligibility to participate in it. HUD tech- 
nical assistance contractors are intensifying their efforts to provide 
assistance on proposal development directly to a number of small cities as 
well as through State governments. HUD field office are making a concerted 
effort to provide pre-appl ication advice to local government officials in 
small cities and to work closely with them to improve the quality of their 
appl ications. 

PROGRAM OPERATIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1982 

This section begins with a brief discussion of the Congressional appropria- 
tions for the UDAG program. It then provides information for those projects 
which5were either still active or had been completed as of the end of FY 
1982. There were 371 such projects announced during FY 1982 and 1,453 over 
the life of the program. There is a description of the financial characteris- 
tics of those projects, their distribution between large cities and small 
cities and those which involve Pockets of Poverty. 

The remaining portion of the section measures program progress based on 
projects for which a grant agreement had been signed by both HUD and the 
grantee as of the close o f  FY 1982. Following a breakdown of the use of UDAG 
funds in those projects in support of industrial, commercial and housing 
activities, it shows how much of the planned UDAG dollars had been drawn down 
and how much of thg private investment commitments had been expended as of the 
close of FY 1982. The balance of the section describes the status of con- 
saruction for projects with signed grant agreements and the numbers and pro- 
portion of projects which have been closed out or completed. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

The amount of funds7appropriated by Congress for the UDAG program for FY 1982 
was $435.1 million. This compares to an annual level of $675 million for 
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both FY 1980 and FY 1981. The t o t a l  amount o f  funds appropr iated f o r  the  
pe r iod  FY 1978-1982 was $2,585 m i l l i o n .  

CHARACTERISTICS OF ANNOUNCED PROJECTS 

Fi ,nancia l  Charac te r i s t i cs .  Since the  incept ion  o f  t he  UDAG program there  have 
been 1,611 p r o j e c t s  announced. As o f  the  end o f  FY 1982, formal budget 
records show t h a t  1,472 o f  those p r o j e c t s  had grant  agreements which had been 
signed by HUD i n v o l v i n g  the  o b l i g a t i o n  of appropr iated UDAG funds i n  t he  
amount o f  $2 , 4 1 2 , 277 , 000. 

On a working basis, however, program repo r t s  and analyses o f t e n  are based on 
those announced p r o j e c t s  which are s t i l l  a c t i v e  o r  completed. Much o f  t he  
f o l l o w i n g  ana lys is  r e l i e s  on t h i s  base. O f  t he  1,611 announced p ro jec ts ,  158 
had been cancel led o r  terminated as o f  the  end o f  FY 1982, leav ing  a balance 
o f  1,453 a c t i v e  o r  completed p ro jec ts .  

Over the  l i f e  o f  the  program, $18.0 b i l l i o n  i n  t o t a l  planned investment has 
been associated w i t h  the  1,453 a c t i v e  o r  completed p r o j e c t s ,  Ac t ion  Grant 
funds have accounted f o r  $2.4 b i l l i o n  o f  t h i s  amount w i t h  $14.1 b i l l i o n  i n  
commitments being leveraged from p r i v a t e  sector  inves tors  and more than $1.5 
b i l l i o n  from o ther  Federal , State, and l o c a l  government sources. Basic i n f o r -  

a c t i v e  o r  completed p ro jec ts ,  by f i s c a l  year and i n  t o t a l ,  i s  shown i n  an 
E x h i b i t  a t  t he  end o f  t h i s  chapter. 

I mat ion on the  f i n a n c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and planned b e n e f i t s  o f  t he  1,453 

TABLE 3-1 

FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF ACTIVE AND COMPLETED PROJECTS 

I tern - 
Number o f  P ro jec ts  

Ac t i on  Grant Funds 
P r i v a t e  Investment 
Other Pub1 i c  

T o t a l  P r o j e c t  Costs 

A c t i o n  Grant Funds 

T o t a l  P r o j e c t  Costs 

Rat io :  P r i v a t e  Investment $ 

Per P r o j e c t  

Per P r o j e c t  

t o  UDAG $ 

FY 1982 

37 1 

$ 422 m i l l i o n  
$2,527 m i l l i o n  
$ 188 m i l l i o n  

$3,137 m i l l i o n  

$1,137,000 

$8,456 , 000 

6: l  

FY 1978- 1982 

1 , 453 

$ 2,363 m i l l i o n  
$14,091 m i  11 i o n  
$ 1,527 m i l l i o n  

$17,981 m i l l i o n  

$ 1,676,000 

$12,375,000 

6: l  

SOURCE: U .S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, O f f i c e  o f  Management, Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  
D iv i s ion ,  Ac t ion  Grant I n fo rma t ion  System. 
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Dur ing FY 1982, 371 p r o j e c t s  were announced i n v o l v i v  A c t i o n  Grant funds i n  
t h e  amount o f  $421.8 m i l l i o n  as shown i n  Table 3-1. These awards i n  t u r n  
leveraged over  $2.5 b i l l i o n  i n  p r i v a t e  sec to r  commitments and an a d d i t i o n a l  
$188.0 m i l l i o n  f rom o the r  p u b l i c  sources b r i n g i n g  t o t a l  planned p r o j e c t  
investment t o  j u s t  over  $3.1 b i l l i o n .  

The r a t i o  o f  p r i v a t e  investment commitments t o  A c t i o n  Grant funds o f  6 : l  f o r  
FY 1982 p r o j e c t s  was t h e  same as f o r  a l l  p r o j e c t s  f r om FY 1978 through FY 
1982. However, t h e  average g ran t  s i z e  dropped i n  FY 1982; UDAG d o l l a r s  pe r  
p r o j e c t  averaged $1.1 m i l l i o n  i n  FY 1982, d e c l i n i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  f rom t h e  
$1.6 m i l l i o n  average f o r  a l l  p r o j e c t s .  To ta l  investment per  p r o j e c t  i n  FY 
1982 o f  $8.5 m i l l i o n  has a l s o  dropped as compared t o  $12.4 m i l l i o n  f o r  a l l  
p r o j e c t s  . 
D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  P r o j e c t s  and A c t i o n  Grant D o l l a r s  by City Type. I n  response 
t o  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  requi rement  t h a t  n o t  l e s s  than  25 percen t  o f  UDAG funds be 
s e t  as ide  and awarded t o  smal l  c i t i e s ,  separate f und inq  rounds have been 
es tab l i shed  t o  r ev i ew  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and make awards f o r  e l j g i b l e  l a r g e  c i t i e s  
and smal l  c i t i e s  p r o j e c t s .  Small c i t i e s  are c i t i e s  w i t h  popu la t i ons  l e s s  than  
50,000 t h a t  a re  n o t  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  o f  a m e t r o p o l i t a n  s t a t i s t i c a l  area. Large 
c i t i e s  i n c l u d e  urban coun t i es  as used here. 

TABLE 3-2 

DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS AND UDAG DOLLARS I N  ACTIVE AND COMPLETED PROJECTS 
( D o l l a r s  i n  M i l l i o n s )  

I tem 

Number o f  P ro jec t s- - To ta l  
Larqe C i t i e s  

C i t i e s  Smai 1 

Percent 
Large 
Small 

UDAG Do 
Large 
Small 

Percent 
Large 
Small 

Pockets 

o f  P r o j e c t s  
C i t i e s  
C i t i e s  

l a r s - - T o t a l  
C i t i e s  
C i t i e s  

of UDAG D o l l a r s  
C i t i e s  
C i t i e s  

FY 1982 

371 
238 
133 

100% 
61 
39 

$422 
$348 
$ 74 

100% 
82 
18 

o f  Pove r t y  
Number o f  P r o j e c t s  
Amount o f  P r o j e c t s  

8 
$13 

FY 1978-1982 

1,453 
850 
603 

100% 
58 
42 

$2 , 363 
$1,847 
$ 516 

100% 
78 
22 

20 
$31 

SOUR f l g  t :  
and Development, O f f i c e  o f  Management, Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  
D i v i s i o n ,  A c t i o n  Grant  I n f o r m a t i o n  System. 
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In FY 1982 small cities re6eived almost 39 percent of the awards but only 18 
percent of the UDAG funds. Over all program years 42 percent of all awards 
have been made to small cities involving just under 22 percent of the total 
amount of the funds announced, as shown in Table 3-2. 

Pockets of Poverty. Twenty awards for Pockets of Poverty Sfgve been made since 
the statute was amended in 1980 to establish this option. The total amount 
of UDAG funds involved has been $31 million. The Action Grants to Pockets of 
Poverty range in size from $67,000 to $9,750,000 and average $1.5 million. 
Eight of these awards were announced in FY 1982 with a total value of $13 
mi 1 1 i on. 

Economic Activities Funded by Action Grants. Action Grant funds are used to 
support three types o f  economic development activity: industrial, commercial, 
and housing. A project may have entirely one type of activity (the usual 
case) or a mixture (often commercial and housing together). This section 
reports on the proportion of UDAG funds program-wide actually programmed for 
these activities. Subsequent analysis then refers to projects based on 
whether they involve pure industrial, commercial, or housing activity, or a 
mix. 

The majority of UDAG funds have supported commercial development. One-quarter 
have been used for industrial development, and fifteen percent have gone to 
develop housing over the five program years. 

TABLE 3-3 

DISTRIBUTION OF UDAG FUNDS BY ECONOMIC ACTIVITY , 1978-1982 
- I tem industri a1 Commerci a1 Housing 

All projects 26% 59% 15% 

1978- 79 

1981 -82 
1980 

Large 
Small 

26% 
27 
24 

17% 
57 

56% 
59 
63 

67% 
31 

18% 
14 
13 

16% 
12 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

Over time, the percentage of UDAG funds for commercial development has grad- 
ually increased and the portion for housing has decreased. Between the first 
two and last two program years, the percentage o f  all UDAG funds for commer- 
cial development has increased from 56 percent to 63 percent. In the same 
time period, the percentage o f  UDAG funds for housing has declined from 18 
percent to 13 percent. The percentage for industrial development has stayed 
approximately constant. 
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UDAG Drawdowns. F i f t y - f  i v e  percent o f  the  t o t a l  planned amount o f  investment 
i n  p r o j e c t s  w i t h  signed grant  agreements have been drawn down, according t o  
p r o j e c t  records. As Table 3-4 shows, smal l  c i t i e s  p r o j e c t s  have a h igher  
drawdown r a t e  (63%) than do those i n  l a r g e  c i t i e s  (53%). Among p r o j e c t  types, 
t he  r a t e  i s  h ighes t  f o r  i n d u s t r i a l  p r o j e c t s  (66%) and the  lowest f o r  
commercial p r o j e c t s  (49%). P ro jec ts  announced i n  FY 1978 and FY 1979 together  
have had 80% o f  t h e  planned UDAG amount drawn down. 

Economic a c t i v i t y  supported by UDAG funds has been q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  i n  l a r g e  
communities as compared t o  small c i t i e s .  The predominant use o f  funds i n  
l a r g e  c i t i e s  has been f o r  commercial development, i n v o l v i n g  nea r l y  70 percent  
of t h e i r  t o t a l  UDAG funds. Small c i t i e s  on the  o ther  hand have most o f t e n  
used UDAG funds f o r  i n d u s t r i a l  development--almost 60 percent  has gone f o r  
t h i s  a c t i v i t y .  

FINANCIAL PROGRESS 

TABLE 3-4 

UDAG DRAWDOWNS I N  PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 
(Do1 l a r s  i n  M i  11 ions)  

I tem P1 anned Actual Percent 

A1 1 Pro jec ts*  $1,931 $1,069 55% 

Large 1,495 794 53 

Small 436 275 63 

I n d u s t r i a l  
Commercial 
Housing 
Mixed 

FY 1978-1979 
Pro .i e c t s 

442 29 1 
990 486 
171 97 
328 195 

797 634 

66 
49 
57 
60 

80 

* Note: 
SOURCE: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 

base i  on 1169 g ran t  agreements coded f o r  t h i s  analys is .  

and Development, O f f i c e  o f  Program Analys is  and Evaluat ion, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

P r i v a t e  Investment Expenditures. For p r o j e c t s  w i t h  signed grant  agreements, 
t he re  has been over $11.9 b i l l i o n  o f  planned p r i v a t e  investment, as Table 3-5 
shows. By the  end o f  FY 1982, grantees repor ted  t h a t  almost $7.7 b i l l i o n ,  o r  
64 percent  o f  t h a t  amount, had been expended. 

Actual  p r i v a t e  investment was 82 percent  o f  planned f o r  smal l  c i t i e s  and 59 
percent  f o r  l a r g e  c i t i e s .  I n d u s t r i a l  and housing p r o j e c t s  show s u b s t a n t i a l l y  
h igher  r a t e s  of achieved investment than those f o r  commercial and mixed 
p ro jec ts .  For t h e  FY 1978-1979 p ro jec ts ,  94 percent  o f  t he  planned p r i v a t e  
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investment has occurred. For those projects which were either closed out or 
completed (defined below) , private investment has actually exceeded plans by 
11  percent. In other words, at completion, UDAG projects leveraged even more 
private investment than originally planned. 

TABLE 3-5 

EXPENDITURE RATES OF PLANNED INVESTMENT IN PROJECTS WITH 
SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 

-- Item P1 anned Actual Percent 

Projects* $11 , 935 $7 , 663 64% 

Large 
Small 

Industri a1 
Commercial 
Housing 
Mi xed 

9,061 5 , 306 5 9% 
2 , 864 2 , 357 82% 

3,204 
6,104 

824 
1 , 793 

2,628 
3 , 222 

844 
969 

82% 
53% 

102% 
54% 

FY 78-79 4,942 4,663 94% 

Closed Out 
and Completed 

1,064 1,181 111% 

*Note: based on 1169 grant agreements coded for this analysis. 
OURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 

and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

P RO J ECT D EVEL OPME NT 
Construction Status. As of the close o f  FY 1982, progress on planned con- 
struction activities, as reported by UDAG grantees, indicated that construc- 
tion had been finished in 30 percent of the projects with signed grant agree- 
ments. Table 3-6 shows that construction was underway in 49 percent of the 
projects, and in 21 percent construction activities had not yet begun. 

By the end of FY 1982, small cities projects had made more progress toward 
finishing construction than had large cities projects. Thirty-five percent of 
small cities projects had been finished compared to 26 percent o f  those in 
large cities. Similarly, only 18 percent of small cities projects had not yet 
started construction in contrast t o  23 percent o f  large cities projects. The 
greater progress of small cities reflects the generally smaller scale and 
reduced complexity of small cities projects. 

Among project types, industrial projects showed the most progress in respect 
to finishing construction. By the end of FY 1982, 42 percent of all indus- 
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trial projects were finished; this compared to 19 percent for mixed projects 
and just 16 percent for housing projects. 

TABLE 3-6 

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION STATUS IN PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 

Item 

All Projects 

Large 
Small 

Industrial 
Commercial 
Housing 
Mi xed 

Not Yet 
Started 

21% 

23 
18 

18 
22 
32 
12 

Underway 

4 9% 

51 
47 

40 
49 
52 
69 

Fi ni shed 

30% 

26 
35 

42 
29 
16 
19 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

Closeout and Completion Status. A UDAG project is closed out when all of the 
activities defined in the grant agreement, including construction, are 
finished and all costs to be paid with grant funds (with minor exceptions) 
have been incurred. A project is complete (and a Certificate of Project 
Completion issued) when all of the benchmarks necessary for closeout have been 
met, a final audit has been approved, and performance requirements such as 
jobs and taxes as called for in the closeout agreement have been met. 

As of the end of FY 1982, there were 197 projects which had reached the close- 
out stage and an additional 83 projects for which Certificates of Project 
Completion had been issued. The total number of projects in both categories 
was 230. ' Of these, 105 projects were closed out and another 36 completed 
during FY 1982. 

Of all projects with signed grant agreements, 12 percent were closed-out and 
another seven percent completed for a total of 19 percent, as shown in 
Table 3-7. Consistent with the record of finishing construction, a greater 
percentage of small cities projects were closed-out or completed. Twenty-four 
percent of the projects in small cities have reached the stage of being either 
closed out or completed, compared to 15 percent of large cities projects. A 
comparable pattern is reflected among project types with industrial projects 
at 24 percent having the highest rate of closeout and completion. In contrast 
12 percent have been closed out or completed for mixed projects and only 10 
percent for housing projects. Over 41 percent of all projects announced in FY 
1978 and 34 percent of FY 1979 projects were either closed out or completed. 
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TABLE 3-7 

PROJECT COMPLETION STATUS 

Item 

All Projects 
Large 
Small 

Industri a1 
Commerci a1 
Housing 
Mi xed 

Percent Percent Combined 
Closed Out Completed Percent 

12% 7% 

11 4 
13 11 

19% 

15 
24 

13 11 24 
13 6 19 

7 3 10 
10 2 12 

FY 78 Projects 22 19 
FY 79 Projects 21 13 
FY 80 Projects 10 3 
FY 81 Projects 4 0 
FY 82 Projects 0 0 

41 
34 
13 
4 
0 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

PROGRAM BENEFITS 

This section discusses planned benefits for jobs, taxes, and housing, from the 
UDAG program and reports on actual progress in achieving them. It also notes 
additional benefits such as minority business participation and historic 
preservation. It should be noted that reports for some cornpltjted porojects 
were not available, and thus some benefits may be undercounted. 

PLANNED EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 

Active projects announced in FY 1982 will provide over 55,000 planned new 
permanent jobs. Fifty-percent are designated for persons of low- to moderate- 
income. For a11 1,453 projects, there are 340,000 new permanent jobs t o  be 
created of which 59 percent are intended for low- and moderate-income persons. 

Estimates for planned job creation and retention in Action Grant projects have 
declined over time, as projects have had to adjust to increased construction 
costs and as new application requirements have caused job estimates to be more 
accurate. The average number of UDAG dollars per new permanent job to be 
created in FY 1982 projects is $7,650, an increase over the average o f  $6,950 
for all projects. The number of planned new permanent jobs per project of 149 
in FY 1982 has dropped from 234 for all projects, due to the smaller average 
size of FY 1982 projects. 
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TABLE 3-8 

PLANNED EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 

Item FY 1982 Total 

New Permanent Jobs 55,142 340,135 
Low/Moderate Income Jobs 32 , 645 200,918 
Percent Low/Moderate 5 9% 59% 

New Permanent Jobs 
Per project 149 
UDAG Dollars Per New Job $7 , 650 

234 
$6 , 950 

Construction Jobs 38,320 259,367 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics 
Division, Action Grant Information System. 

Action Grant dollars per job in commercial and related projects have averaged 
$8,050, compared to $5,200 for industrial projects. The industrial average 
has been less because these projects usually have a higher leverage ratio than 
commercial, and are focused more specifically on job creation. Two-thirds of 
planned permanent jobs have been in commercial and related projects; the rest 
have been in industrial. Both commercial and industrial projects have had 
about equal proportions of planned jobs for low- and moderate-income workers-- 
59 percent. 

Action Grant projects often are designed to retain existing permanent jobs 
which might otherwise be lost by distressed cities. It is expected that over 
13,900 jobs will be retained in projects announced in FY 1982 and more than 
60,000 are estimated to be retained in all UDAG projects. Planned retained 
jobs have dropped as a proportion of all planned permanent jobs, from 21 
percent in early years to seven percent recently. 

Construction Jobs. An additional employment benefit from the program is the 
construction jobs provided during project development. Over 38,000 construc- 
tion jobs are expected in FY 1982 projects and almost 260,000 from all UDAG projects. 12 

ACTUAL JOB CREATION 

At the end of FY 1982, almost 80,000 new permanent jobs had been created by 
the Action Grant program--one-quarter of all planned jobs. Of these jobs 
51,000 were in large cities and 29,000 in small cities. Thirty four thousand 
of all new jobs were industrial positions; the rest, 46,000, are in commercial 
and related activities. Forty eight thousand of the jobs are now being held 
by low- or moderate-income people. 

Those Action Grant projects which have reached financial closeout or comple- 
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tion have created 74% 
moderate4 ncome jobs. 
and other benefits are 
grantees also reported 

of all planned jobs and 88 percent of planned low- and 
A project is not normally certified complete until jobs 
fully realized after closeout. By the end o f  FY 1982, 
180,000 construction jobs had been created. 

TABLE 3-9 

NEW PERMANENT JOBS 

P1 anned Created Percent 
A1 1 Projects : 
New Permanent Jobs 340,135 79 , 548 23% 
LOW-Mod Jobs 200 , 918 48 , 382 24% 

Projects at Closeout or Completion: 
New Permanent Jobs 33 9 94-3 24 , 969 74% 
LOW-Mod Jobs 19,591 17,307 88% 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics 
Division, Action Grant Information System. 

PLANNED FISCAL BENEFITS 

Another major objective of the use of UDAG funds is to generate new revenue 
for distressed cities from project activities. Total tax increases to be 
provided by FY 1982 projects from all sources are projected at $43 million 
annually. The principal source of new revenue will be derived from taxes on 
real estate: About $29 million in annual revenue increase is expected from 
this source from FY 1982 projects once they are completed. An additional $14 
million in annual revenue is to be derived from other tax sources such as the 
local portion of sales taxes, local income taxes, inventory taxes, and pay- 
ments in lieu o f  taxes (PILOT). 

TABLE 3-10 
PLANNED ANNUAL FISCAL BENEFITS 

- Item FY 1982 Total 

Property Tax Increase $29 mi 1 lion $242 million 
Other Tax Increase 
Total 

$14 million 
$43 million 

$139 million 
$381 million 

Tax Increase Per UDAG $ $0.10 $0.16 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office o f  Management, Data Systems and Statistics 
Division, Action Grant Information System. 

90 



For all projects, $242 million in projected property tax increases together 
with planned increases of $139 million from other sources is expected to 
produce additional annual revenues for communities of over $380 million. 

For FY 1982 projects, each UDAG dollar will generate 10$ in additional annual 
revenue from project-related activities. This compares to an average o f  16$ 
from each UDAG dollar from all projects. 

Tax Abatements. About one-quarter of all projects receive some form o f  tax 
abatement. The rate has dropped slightly in recent program years to 21 per- 
cent. Overall, about 28 percent of projects in large cities and 18 percent in 
small cities receive some degree of abatements. The amount of abatement and 
is effect on expected tax revenue increases varies widely among projects. 

Actual Tax Revenues. In FY 1982, communities with UDAG projects received $41 
million in actual tax and related payments--$22, million annually in actual 
property tax payments, $15 million in other taxes, and $4 million in payments 
in lieu of taxes. This is 11 percent of planned tax revenues from all 
projects. Large cities received $29 million of these payments, and small 
cities received $12 million. 

TABLE 3-11 

ANNUAL ACTUAL TAX AND RELATED REVENUES 

P1 anned Received Percent 
All Projects: 
Property Tax $242 million $22 mi 1 lion 9% 
Other Taxes $139 million $19 million 14% 

Total $381 million $41 million 11% 

Projects at Closeout or Completion: 
Property Tax $ 17 million $ 4 million 21% 
Other Taxes $ 10 million $ 4 million 3 9% 

Total $ 27 million $ 8 million 30% 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics 
Division, Action Grant Information System. 

Another source o f  revenue is paybacks by private developers to cities o f  UDAG 
loans. Cumulative payments totalled $19 million at the end o f  FY 1982--$12 
million in large cities and $7 million in small cities. 

HOUSING . 
In its first five years, the program has planned construction or 
rehabilitation of 71,500 housing units--28,600 new units and 42,900 rehabili- 
tated units. Forty-four percent are intended for low- and moderate-income 
residents. 
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Planned Housing. Total numbers of units planned in Action Grant projects have 
remained relatively constant throughout the program, at about 15,000 units per 
year. But the character of this housing activity has changed dramatically, 
shifting from over 50 percent new construction in the early program years to 
85 percent rehabilitation in recent years. (Two very large recent rehabili- 
tation projects inflate this proportion. Without these projects, the current 
rate is 79 percent rehabilitation.) 

The amount of Action Grant dollars actually devoted to housing has decreased 
substantially in per unit cost because of the relatively lower expense of 
rehabilitation. Per unit housing cost in early program years was $6,800; in 
recent years it has averaged $2,600 (excluding two extreme projects would 
raise the current average to $4800). Proportions of units intended for low- 
and moderate-income people have remained the same. UDAG supported housing has 
been largely a large city activity -- 86 percent of the units and 82 percent 
of the UDAG funds spent on housing have been committed in large cities. 

Pure and Mixed Housing Projects. One third of all housing units have been 
planned in mixed projects which combine housing and commercial activities. 
These mixed projects account for 42 percent of all UDAG funds spent on 
housing, The proportion of housing units in mixed projects has dropped sub- 
stantially in 1981 and 1982 from early program years--largely because of an 
increase in pure housing rehabilitation activity. 

Housing activity in mixed-use projects has been more likely to be new con- 
struction than in pure housing projects and this has translated into a rela- 
tively higher UDAG commitment per unit. UDAG commitments for housing per 
planned housing unit in mixed-use projects has averaged $6,100 per unit com- 
pared to $4000 in pure housing projects. 

TABLE 3-12 

HOUSING UNITS 

A1 1 Projects : 
Housing Units 
Low/mod Units 

P1 anned Comp 1 e te Percent 

71 , 534 17,268 24% 
31 , 554 9 , 282 29% 

Projects at Closeout or Completion: 
Housing Units 3389 1908 56% 
Low /mod Un i t s 2067 963 47% 

SOURCE: U . S .  Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics 
Division, Action Grant Information System. 

Housing Performance At the end of Fiscal Year 1982 8,200 new housing units 
an rehabilitated un-its were complete, totalling 17,300 housing units 
avii?&l:t on the market. This is 24 percent of all planned units. Nine 
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thousand three hundred of these units are available for low- and moderate- 
income residents. 

OTHER BENEFITS. 

Action Grant projects provide 
taxes. These include opportun 
vation, and special activities 
conservation. 

subsidiary benefits besides jobs, housing, and 
ties for minority contractors, historic preser- 
such as assistance to Indian tribes and energy 

Minority Contracts. Over 20 percent of all projects which have reaced the 
signed grant agreement stage indicate that minority contractors will be used 
in project construction, and 14 percent have planned minority business 
ownership in the project. 

TABLE 3-13 

PLANNED MINORITY PARTICIPATION 

Projects with Minority Projects with Mi nor i ty 
Construction Contracts Business Participation 

Total 21% 14% 

1978-80 
1981 -82 

Large 
Small 

Industri a1 
Commerc i a1 and 

Hous i ng 

15 
31 

25 
15 

13 
23 

10 
23 

19 
9 

9 
17 

Pockets of Poverty 40 29 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

In recent years of the Action Grant program, there has been a substantial 
increase in the proportion of projects with planned minority participation-- 
reaching 30 percent with minority construction contracts and 23 percent with 
minority business participation in 1981 and 1982. Rates in previous years 
were 15 percent and 10 percent for construction and ownership. Minority 
involvement has been more likely in large city projects than small cities; and 
in commercial and housing projects than industrial. Forty percent of projects 
in Pockets of Poverty have expected minority construction contracts, and 30 
percent have included minority business participation. 

Progress toward meeting minority contractor commitments appears to be greater 
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than initially anticipated. Of 960 projects which had reached a stage of 
letting contracts, half, 478 projects, had provided at least some contracts to 
minority contractors. In these 960 projects, fourteen percent of all 
contracts and subcontracts have actually gone to minority firms; the dollar 
value o f  these minority contracts and subcontracts is $402 million, which is 6 
percent of the total public and private project amount contracted as of the 
end o f  Fiscal Year 1982. 

Historic Preservation. The rehabilitation and renovation of historic 
buildings of all types, which often involves the conversion to uses other than 
those for which they were originally designed, can make a significant contri- 
bution to a city's economic development and revitalization efforts. Over nine 
percent of UDAG projects with signed grant agreements have involved planned 
historic preservation activities, either in whole or in part. 

I TABLE 3-14 

HI STOR I C PRESERVATION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

I HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACTIVITIES - Item All Projects Number or Value Percent 

Projects 1,169* 107 9% 

UDAG $1,931 $ 68 4% 
Private $ 11,925 $332 3% 
Other Pub 1 i c $ 847 $ 22 3% 

Total $14,703 $422 3% 
* Equals all projects for which data are available. 
SOURCt: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 

and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

These projects include $68 million of UDAG funds which were specifically tied 
to historic preservation, amounting to 4 percent of all UDAG dollars 
associated with projects with signed grant agreements. About $422 mi 11 ion in 
total project investment has been targeted for historic preservation which 
represents 3 percent of total project costs for 1,169 projects. 

The total planned investment of $422 million designated for historic preser- 
vation activities represents just under 25 percent of the planned investment 
for all activities related t o  those 107 projects. 

Special Activities. Action Grant projects provide other benefits not recorded 
here--including indirect economic benefits, jobs and investment from multi- 
plier effects, and spin-off development Grants also support special activi- 
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ties, such as energy conservation and assistance to Indian tribes. In FY 
1982, $1,120,000 was awarded to The Navapai-Prescott Tribe of Arizona to 
assist in construction on the reservation of a 150-room hotel with meeting 
rooms and a restaurant. 

PROGRAM AND PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

In this final section, there are discussions on four main topics: the process 
of project development from the initial design stages through project 
completion and an in-depth look at project activities, investment components, 
and locational characteristics. 

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

This first section gives information about the events that take place during 
project develoment. After projects are selected for UDAG support, they go 
through a development stage, entai 1 ing rehabilitation and/or construction of 
structures such as offices, industrial plants, shops, or houses. 

Ela sed Time. The typical Action Grant project has taken about fourteen b mont s-- 1 days--from announcement of award to the completion of construc- 
tion. However, there is wide variation among individual projects. Small 
cities projects have tended to finish construction about two months earlier 
than the norm, and large city projects have been completed about one month 
later than the median time. Construction has been finished in industrial 
projects faster than in commercial projects by about two months. Mixed 
commercial and housing ventures have taken the longest, about eight months 
longer than the norm. 

Moving from announcement to completion of construction is composed of several 
stages, some of which overlap. The first step is execution of the grant 
agreement between HUD and the city, defining mutually agreed terms of the 
project. Over the five years, median elapsed time for executing the grant 
agreement has been 99 days from the announcement of preliminary application 
approval by the Secretary. 

A second step must be completed before Action Grant funds can be drawn down. 
Communities must submit to HUD for its approval evidence of legally binding 
commitments between the private sector and the city as described in the grant 
agreement. The environmental review of the project must be completed, and 
other applicable contractual conditions must be met. HUD will issue a letter 
o f  credit to the community when these steps are completed. Over the program's 
history, the median elapsed time from HUDIs and the community's signing of the 
grant agreement to issuing a letter of credit has been 91 days. 

The third step of project development is the actual construction of facili- 
ties. The median time for the start of construction has been three days after 
the letter of credit was executed. However, in one-half of the projects, 
construction has begun with private funds before the letter of credit was 
released. The construction period has usually lasted about one year--a median 
of 357 days. 
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PROJECT CHARACTER ISTICS 

An Action Grant project may be for one type of development--commercial, indus- 
trial or housing--or for mixed development at a site. This section provides 
information on the characteristics of UDAG projects, including descriptions of 
the types o f  commercial and industrial development carried out through the 
UDAG program. 

Types of Projects. The bulk of UDAG projects have been either for commercial 
or industrial development. Thirty-nine percent of all projects have been 
commercial and 34 percent have been industrial 1 Housing projects have accoun- 
ted for fifteen percent of the total. The remaining twelve percent have been 
mixed activity projects, nearly all of which were predominately commercial 
with some housing included. 

Commercial projects and mixed development projects have been, on average, the 
largest developments. The total cost of commercial projects has averaged 
$16.7 million per project, of which $2.2 million has been UDAG funds. Simi- 
larly, mixed development projects have averaged a total of $16.3 million with 
$2.3 million of UDAG funds. The average industrial and housing projects have 
been smaller. The total cost of industrial projects has averaged $9.4 million 
with $1.1 million o f  UDAG funds. On average, housing projects have had a 
total cost of $5.9 million with $1.0 million of UDAG funds. 

TABLE 3-15 

DISTRIBUTION OF UDAG PROJECTS, 1978-1982 

I tem Industr i a1 Commercial Housing Mi xed 

All projects 34% 39% 15% 12% 

1978- 1979 35 35 12 18 
1980 35 42 12 11 
1981 - 1982 32 41 20 7 

Large 
Small 

24 
46 

46 
31  

17 
13 

13 . 
10 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

Industrial projects have remained about one-third of all projects over the 
five program years, while commercial projects have increased slightly to about 
41  percent of all projects. The greatest changes over the five program years 
have been a relative decline in the use of mixed projects and an increase in 
the incidence of housing projects. As a percentage of all awards, mixed 
development projects have dropped from 18 percent in the early years to seven 
percent in recent years. In the same time period, housing projects have grown 
from 12 percent to 20 percent of all UDAG projects, though this reflects a 
shift from mixed to pure housing activity rather than any overall increase. 
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As a group, small cities projects are far more likely to be industrial than 
are large cities projects. Forty-six percent of all small cities projects 
have been for industrial development, compared to 24 percent in large 
cities. The latter have undertaken a larger percentage of commercial, mixed 
(predominately commercial) , and housing projects. 
Characteristics of commercial and industrial development projects follow. 

for commercial development or have contained a commercial development compo- 
I Commercial Projects. One-half of all UDAG projects have been either entirely 

UDAG projects have also been instrumental in developing business office facil- 
ities and providing hotel space. Commercial UDAG projects have or will 
develop a total of 29 million square feet of office space, either through 
additions or rehabilitation. Twenty-two percent of commercial projects (8% of 
a1 1 UDAG projects) have included hotel development. These projects involve 
construction of 52,000 hotel rooms and rehabilitation of another 4000 rooms. 

Forty percent of the commercial UDAG projects included the development of 
other types of commercial facilities than retail, office, or hotel. These 
other commercial projects have developed many diverse commercial facilities. 
The following are some illustrations drawn from the commercial projects 
approved in FY 1982: nursing homes, rehabilitation centers, hospitals, a job 
training center, theatres, a film and television studio, and an urban heritage 
display park. (The complete list is given in the Appendix.) 

Commercial development projects have involved new construction of buildings, 
expansion of existing facilities, and/or rehabilitation of existing struc- 
tures. Most projects--about 70 percent of a1 1 commercial projects--have 
involved new construction, either solely or in combination with rehabilita- 
tion. Nearly one-half (45%) have included rehabilitation of existing facil- 
ities. Sixteen percent of the commercial projects have included facilities 
expansions. 

Industrial Projects. UDAG projects always have at least one private sector 
partner; however, fourteen percent of industrial projects have had two firms 
participating as partners, and seven percent have had three or more firms as 
private sector partners. Forty percent of the primary businesses in the 
projects were new to the community or were new businesses. 

Firms involved in industrial development projects encompass a very broad 
spectrum o f  the American economy. About ten percent, the largest group, 
process food and food products. Two other large groups of businesses manu- 
facture non-electrical machinery and fabricated metal products. Sti 1 1  other 
participating firms are a cross section of the industrial economy, producing 
metals, chemicals, textiles, furniture, paper, leather, and so forth. 
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Industrial projects generally involve new construction, expansion, and/or 
rehabilitation of plant facilities. One-half of UDAG industrial projects have 
included new construction of facilities for the businesses; one-quarter have 
expanded on existing sites. About 30 percent of the industrial projects have 
involved rehabilitation, sometimes occurring in conjunction with new construc- 
tion or expansion. In total, UDAG projects involve the development of about 
59 million square feet of industrial space, two-thirds of this space added 
through construction and one-third through rehabi litation of existing struc- 
tures. 

FIGURE 3-1 

FIRMS IN INDUSTRIAL PROJECTS, 1978-1982 

Most Frequent 
Ten percent o f  
firms for each 
product class 

Food and food products; non-electrical 
machinery; fabricated metal products 

Frequent 
Five percent of 
firms for each 
product class 

Metals; clothing; rubber and plastic; 
e 1 ec tr i cal mac h i nery ; who 1 esal e trade of 
nondurable goods; chemicals; concrete 
products ; printing 

Others 
L e s s a n  five Agriculture; construct ion, texti les : 
percent of firms 
for each product 
class instruments ; communication; wholesale 

wood products; furniture; -paper 
products ; petroleum; measuring 

durable goods 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

UDAG industrial projects have also been for the development of industrial 
parks. Fifteen percent of industrial projects have involved development of 
industrial parks, two-thirds of these parks located in small cities. An 
industrial park project typically has been for the development of about 80 
acres; Overall, about 4,000 acres have been or are being developed for use as 
industri a1 parks. 

FUNDS IN UDAG PROJECTS 

This section gives an account of the sources of investments in UDAG projects 
and the ways in which the investments are used for project development. 

Sources of Funds. The funds to support UDAG projects come from private in- 
vestment, Action Grants, local and State governments, and some other Federal 
grant and loan programs. The UDAG program is structured so that the UDAG 
dollars contribute only a portion ofg#roject funds. Private investors are 
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required to provide the substantial share of funds. 

In the aggregate, 81 percent of the total cost of UDAG projects has come from 
private investment. Thirteen percent of the balance is provided by Action 
Grants; one percent from other Federal progams; and five percent from State 
and local governments. 

TABLE 3-16 

SOURCES OF PROJECT FUNDS, 1978-1982 

Item Private U DAG Other Pub1 ic 

All Projects 81% 13% 6% 

1978-79 80% 13% 7% 
1980 81% 13% 6% 
1981 -82 83% 13% 4% 

Large 
Small 

80% 14% 6% 
83% 13% 4% 

Industrial 86% 12% 2% 
Commercial 80% 13% 7% 
Housing 80% 17% 3% 
Mixed 78% 14% 8% 

1 
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

In the last three years, the proportion of private investment in UDAG has in- 
creased slightly from 80 to 83 percent, while the proportion of UDAG invest- 
ment remained the same. Other public investment has decreased from seven to 
four percent of total project investments. 

The relative distribution of investments differs somewhat between large cities 
and small. cities. As a group, small cities have had a somewhat greater 
percentage of private investment in projects than large communities. This may 
be because small cities have had more industrial projects, and it has been the 
industrial projects which have had the largest share of private investment. 
For example, industrial projects have the largest proportion of private funds 
(86%) and the smallest percentages of UDAG (12%) and other public funds (2%). 

The investment patterns in other types of projects differ from those in indus- 
trial projects. Housing pro'ects have had a share of private investments 
comparable to the average (81% .3 but have contained a higher percentage of UDAG 
investment (17%) than other project types and a smaller percentage o f  other 
public funds (3%). Moreover, commercial and mixed (nearly always commercial) 
projects have contained higher shares of other public investments than other 
projects. 
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Sources of Private Investment. Private investment in UDAG projects has two 
main components: unsubsidized investment consistinu of euuitv and Private 

- 1  

debt and subsidized loans or debt financing from "State, local, or' other 
Federal (non-UDAG) sources. Over three-quarters of private investment has 
been unsubsidited investment in the form of equity or privately-derived loans 
at market rates of interest: 

TABLE 3-17 

SOURCES OF PRIVATE INVESTMENT, 1978-82 

Uns u b s i d i zed Subsidized 

77% 23% 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

The balance of private investment has come from subsidized loans or debt, 
including industrial revenue bonds ( IRBs) and other financing tools. Eighty 
percent of the subsidized investment has been supplied by local government 
financing mechanisms, and ten percent has come from State programs. Another 
ten percent has been derived from Federal loan programs--Small Business Admin- 
i strat 1 on , Economic Development Administration, Farmer Is Home Administration , 
etc. 

Sources of Other Public Funds. As noted above, a small portion (6%) of direct 
investments in UDAG projects has come from public sources other than UDAG, 
largely from local governments themselves. Local governments contributed 69 
percent of the non-UDAG public funds. An additional twenty percent of these 
public investments came from Federal grants programs, such as the Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) program and EDA; and 11 percent have been 
provided by State programs. 

TABLE 3-18 

DISTRIBUTION OF NON-UDAG PUBLIC INVESTMENT, 1978-1982 

Local - State - Federal 

20% 11% 69% 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

State and local government shares of the total project costs have remained 
constant over the life of the program. States provide about one percent and 
localities about four percent of tota s '  However, non-UDAG Federal funds have 
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dropped over the  years from about two percent t o  l ess  than one percent of 
t o t a l  p r o j e c t  costs. 

Uses o f  Ac t ion  Grants. UDAG funds are used i n  th ree  ways: d i r e c t  i ncen t i ves  
i n c l u d i n g  loans, i n t e r e s t  subsidies, rebates, and land write-downs; i n f r a -  
s t r u c t u r e  development; and r e l o c a t i o n  payments. 

UDAG funds have been used most o f t e n  as d i r e c t  i ncen t i ves  f o r  development. I n  
t h e  aggregate, t h ree  quar te rs  (72 percent)  o f  Ac t ion  Grant funds have been 
used f o r  d i r e c t  i ncen t i ves  i n  UDAG p ro jec ts .  Twenty-six percent  o f  UDAG funds 
have been spent on i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  development, and two percent  were r e l a t e d  t o  
r e l o c a t i o n  expenses. 

Over time, t he re  has been a dramatic s h i f t  toward use o f  UDAG funds as d i r e c t  
development incent ives .  I n  t h e  e a r l y  years, one-half  o f  UDAG funds were used 
i n  t h i s  way. Current ly ,  90 percent  o f  UDAG funds are prov ided as d i r e c t  
i ncen t i ves  i n  a l l  types o f  p r o j e c t s  and i n  both l a r g e  and smal l  c i t i e s .  

I TABLE 3-19 

USES OF UDAG FUNDS, 1978-1982 

D i r e c t  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e  
I tem Incent ives  Deve 1 opmen t Relocat ion 

A l l  p r o j e c t s  72% 26% 2% 

1978- 79 

1981 -82 
1980 

53% 
81% 
90% 

43% 
17% 

9% 

4% 
2% 
1% 

SOURCE: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, O f f i c e  o f  Program Analys is  and Evaluat ion, Grant 
Agreement Data Base. 

UDAG as D i r e c t  and Repayable Incent ives .  C i t i e s  have used 54 percent  o f  a l l  
UDAG funds t o  make loans t o  p r i v a t e  developers, a t  below market r a t e s  o f  
i n t e r e s t .  Th is  i s  about th ree- quar te rs  o f  the d i r e c t  incent ive .  These loans 
are intended t o  be p a i d  back t o  the  communities t o  be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  f u r t h e r  
use i n  l o c a l  development a c t i v i t i e s  cons is ten t  w i t h  the  Housing and Community 
Deve 1 opment Act. 

The UDAG program has shown a cont inued increase i n  t he  use o f  d i r e c t  loans. 
I n  t h e  e a r l y  years about one-quarter o f  a l l  UDAG funds were used f o r  loans t o  
p r i v a t e  developers. Current ly ,  86 percent o f  a l l  UDAG d o l l a r s  are used f o r  
loans. Most remaining funds used as d i r e c t  i ncen t i ves  have been f o r  land 
write-downs and r e l a t e d  s i t e  improvements. Over the  years, s l i g h t l y  l e s s  than 
f i v e  percent of UDAG funds have been f o r  i n t e r e s t  subsid ies o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
g ran ts  used l a r g e l y  i n  housing p ro jec ts .  Whereas land write-downs once 
accounted fo r  20 percent  o f  UDAG commitments, t h e i r  use has dec l ined 
d r a m a t i c a l l y  i n  t he  l a s t  two years. Now, on l y  about two percent  o f  UDAG funds 
are used f o r  land write-downs. 
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UDAG for Infrastructure Development. Street repair and construction, water 
and sewer improvements, parking facilities construction, and a wide variety o f  
other off-site development activities each have received about equal shares 
( 2 5 % )  of the UDAG funds used for infrastructure. This pattern has remained 
the same throughout the program's history, even though as noted above the 
share of UDAG funds used for infrastructure has declined significantly. 

Use of Local, State, and Non-UDAG Federal Funds. Just as with Action Grants, 
other bublic investments in wo.iects have been used for direct incentives and . "  
for infrastructure development. The pattern o f  using local, State, and other 
Federal funds has been remarkably similar in the aggregate--one-third o f  the 
funds from each source has been used for direct incentives and two-thirds of 
each has gone toward infrastructure development. 

Over the five program years, the use of local assistance has remained fairly 
constant with one-third for direct incentives and two-thirds for infrastruc- 
ture development. However, State assistance has shifted from primarily infra- 
structure repair to direct incentives. In the early years, only 15 percent of 
State funds were spent for direct incentives. More recently, 68 percent are 
being used directly in UDAG projects. Non-UDAG Federal funds have also been 
increasingly used for direct incentives. Their use for that purpose has risen 
from 31 percent to 51 percent in the last two program years. 

! 

I LOCATION OF PROJECTS 

This section contains information about communities which have undertaken 
Action Grant projects and where projects are located within the communities. 

Distribution of Projects Among Distressed Communities. In the UDAG program 
Action Gran% are only awarded to fully eligible distressed cities and Pockets 
of Poverty. The comparative degree of economic distress is the primary 
criterion for application selection and all distressed communities are ranked 
according t o  their degree o f  distress for the selection process. For this 
report, these rankings have been used to categorize grantees into three equal 
groups as highly; moderately, or less distressed. 

Among large city grant awards, there was a high degree of targeting to the 
one-third most distressed communities. Sixty-four percent of a1 1 UDAG large 
cities projects were located in highly distressed eligible localities; these 
localities received 62 percent of the UDAG funds. The one-third moderately 
distressed communities had 24 percent of all projects and 25 percent of UDAG 
funds. The remaining one-third less distressed had only 12 percent of the 
projects and 13 percent of funds. 

There was also targeting among small cities awards. Forty-three percent of 
all projects and 41 percent o f  UDAG funds were in highly distressed eligible 
communities. Twenty-nine percent of projects and funds went to moderately 
distressed localities; 28 percent of projects and 34 perc3nt of funds went t o  
less distressed communities. 

1 
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TABLE 3-20 
\ 

DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS AMONG ELIGIBLE LARGE CITIES BY DISTRESS 

One-t h i rd 
most 

distressed 

Percent of 
Awards 64% 

Percent of 62% 
Do1 lars 

One- t h i rd 
moderate 1 y 
distressed 

24% 

One-t h i rd 
least 

distressed 

25% 

12% 
I 

13% i 

SOURCE: U .S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning u 
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics 
Division, Action Grant Information System. 

1 
Regional Distribution. Because funds are distributed on a discretionary 
basis, there is no prescribed amount of UDAG funds to be awarded in each 
region. However, the pattern of regional distribution of funds has remained 
in rough proportion to the percentage of the total eligible population in each 
region. 

TABLE 3-21 

~ 

COMPARATIVE REG I ONAL D I STR I BUT1 ON 

North- North 
East Central South West 

Percent of Total 
Eligible Population 28% 

Percent of Total 
Action Grant Allocation 33% 

28% 30% 14% 

31% 25% 11% 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics 
Division, Action Grant Information System. 

Cities in both the Northeast and North Central regions receive just over 30 
percent of the total funds. Those in the South receive 25 percent, in the 
West 11 percent. However, the size and number of eligible cities in each 
region differ. To permit a rough comparison, the total population in eligible 
cities has been determined as a rough indicator to compare the regional 
distribution of funds, though it does not compensate for differences in 
distress of eligible cities in the regions. Comparison of the percentages of 
Action Grant awards and eligible populations shows that both of the Northern 
regions have received a slightly higher amount of funding in proportion to 
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their eligible gopulat 
less. 

ons, and that the South and West have received slight Y 

Location Within Communities. Overall , one-third of a1 1 UDAG projects have 
been located inside cities' central business districts and two-thirds 
elsewhere in the community. This pattern has remained nearly constant over 
the five program years. 

However, there are large differences in where projects are located among 
project types. For example, 95 percent of the industrial and 90 percent of 
the housing projects are located outside the central business district. On 
the other hand, one-third of the commercial and one-half of mixed development 
projects were located in downtown areas. 
As a group, large communities, having more commercial development, had a 
greater percentage of their UDAG projects in downtown areas than did small 
cities. The pattern in small cities of having projects located outside the 
city centers reflected the higher incidence of industrial projects among them. 

Status of Project Land. About three-quarters of all UDAG projects have 
required some site preparation before construction could begin. Sometimes 
this has involved clearing assembled properties and other times it has meant 
preparing vacant 1 and. 

Thirty percent of all projects with site preparation have involved clearing a 
site, but over the five years the number of projects requiring land clearance 
has declined by one-half. Commercial and mixed development projects have been 
more likely than others to require clearance. 

The other projects requiring site preparation have involved vacant land. Most 
often this has been land which was formerly developed but already cleared. A 
small portion of projects--about five percent--have been built on vacant urban 
renewal land; this percent has declined by one-half since the early program 
years. Commercial and mixed development projects have been the types of 
projects which have most often used urban renewal sites. UDAG projects have 
also been built on vacant land which was not previously developed. This has 
been the case in small cities projects much more frequently than in large ci- 
ties projects. 
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NOTES 

1. Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1981, Pub. L. 97-35, Sec. 
308(a), 95 Stat. 384, 392 (1981), amending Sec. 119(a) of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974. 

2. Only highlights are given here. The program regulations should be 
consulted for more information. See subpart G of 24 CFR Part 570. 

3. Although Congress initially appropriated $458.0 million for the UDAG 
program for FY 1982, it also authorized HUD to use up to four percent of 
that amount for other purposes. The Department fully exercised that 
option which accounts for the figure of $435.1 million shown as the FY 
1982 appropriation. Subsequently, an additional $38.6 million for the 
UDAG program from funds recaptured from terminated projects was 
reappropriated. This money would otherwise have been returned to the 
Treasury had Congress not extended from three years to four years the 
period in which UDAG funds from a fiscal year's appropriation must be 
obligated. Thus, the total budget authority for FY 1982 was $473.7 
million. 

4. An additional $14.6 million in Action Grant funds was awarded in FY 1982 
as second phase funding for projects that were approved in FY 1981. Thus, 
total funds awarded in FY 1982 are $436 million. In the exhibit which 
lists funds by year of approvals, the $14.6 million referenced here is 
included in FY 1981 totals. 

5. The characteristics of projects at the time of announcement are contained 
in the Action Grant Information System (AGIS) data file maintained by the 
Data Systems and Statistics Division, Office of Management, Community 
Planning and Development. The AGIS file also contains information on 
project status and accompl ishments as reported quarterly by grantees. 

6. The characteristics o f  projects for which both HUD and the grantee have 
signed a Grant Agreement are contained in the Grant Agreement Data Base 
which is updated annually by the Economic Development Analysis and 
Evaluation Division, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Community 
Planning and Development. The Grant Agreement Data Base contains 
information on 1,169 active or completed projects with mutual ly-executed 
grant agreements. 

7. See Note 3 above. 

8. See Note 4 above. 

9. For administrative reasons the announcement date for the last round o f  
large city awards in FY 1982 was changed to occur at the end of the fiscal 
quarter. As a consequence, there were five large city rounds announced 
during FY 1982 compared to four small cities rounds. 

10. A Pocket o f  Poverty is a severely distressed area meeting specific 
eligibility requirements, located in a city or urban county not otherwise 
eligible. See Section 570.466(a) of the regulations. 
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11. Most planned benefit estimates are derived from the Action Grant 
Information System after cross checking with other data sources. Planned 
benefits for closed out or completed projects are taken from the Grant 
Agreement Data Base. Performance data are drawn from current grantee 
reports. Reports were not available in FY 1982 for some projects that had 
reached close out, and thus some benefits may be undercounted. 

12. FY 1982 construction jobs are reported as annual equivalents. Earlier 
project figures do not necessarily make this adjustment. 

13. For a more extensive discussion o f  community distress, see Federal 
Re ister: It contains the F i n m  + for UDA distress criteria in Section 570.452. See Section 570.453 of the 
regulations for more details on eligibility determinations. 

Vol. 47, No. 36, February 23, 1982. 
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ITEM 

Number o f  

- 

Projec ts  

Large ( # )  
Small ( 8 )  

UDAG Do l la rs  

Large ( $ 1  
Small ( $1  
Large (%) 
Small (%)  

FY 1978 

124 

75 
49 

60 
40 

$277M 

EXHIBIT 
PROGRAM TOTALS BY FISCAL YEAR 

FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1979 

259 306 393 

123 173 24 1 
136 133 152 

47 
53 

57 61 
43 39 

$423M $61 6M $625M 

$227M $327M 6473M 
$50M $96M $143M 

82 77 
18 23 

77 
23 

S473M 
$1 52M 

76 
24 

P r i v a t e  Investment $l,746M $2,576M $3,074M $4,168M 

Rat io  t o  UDAG ($)  6.3 6.1 5.0 6.7 

S ta te  and Local $195M $218M $221M $340M 

Other Federal $104M $1 38M 65M $57M 

To ta l  Investment $2,322M $3,355M 3,977M 65,191M 

New Permanent Jobs 48,416 71 , 483 81,261 83,833 

UDAG $ Per Job $5,714 $5,920 $7,587 $7,456 

Lowmoderate Income (%) 62 54 60 61 

Construct ion Jobs 43,318 60,198 48,861 68,670 

T o t a l  Housing (Un i t s )  13,139 12,279 16,317 15,480 

New Construct ion (%) 55 38 43 35 

Lownoderate Income (%) 64 49 43 42 

T o t a l  Taxes $33M $88M $8lM $137M 

Source: U. S. Department o f  Housing and Ur-ban Development, 
Community Planning and Development, O f f i c e  o f  Management, Data 
Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  D iv i s ion ,  Ac t ion  Grant In fo rmat ion  System 

Tota ls  are adjusted r e l a t i v e  t o  prev ious annual r e p o r t s  t o  
account f o r  p r o j e c t  te rm ina t ions .  

Note: 

107 

FY 1982 

371 

238 
133 

64 
36 

$422M 

8348M 
$74M 

82 
18 

52,527M 

6.0 

$134M 

$55M 

$3,137M 

55,142 

$7,649 

59 

38,320 

14,319 

31 

25 

$43M 

TOTAL - 
1,453 

850 
603 

58 
42 

$2,363M 

$l,847M 
$516M 

78 
22 

$14,091M 

6.0 

$l,108M 

$41 9M 

$1 7,981M 

340,135 

$6,948 

59 

259,367 

71,534 

40 

44 

$382M 
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CHAPTER 4: REHABILITATION PROGRAMS 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter repor ts  on the  major housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  programs administered 
by HUD's O f f i c e  o f  Community Planning and Development. The chapter i s  d iv ided 
i n t o  three major parts: Pa r t  One describes the Rental Rehab i l i t a t ion  Program 
Demonstration; Pa r t  Two describes the Urban Homesteading program; and Par t  
Three describes the Section 312 Rehab i l i t a t ion  Loan program. 

OVERVIEW 

RENTAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM DEMONSTRATION 

The purpose o f  the Rental Rehab i l i t a t ion  Program Demonstration, which i s  a 
precursor o f  the Rental Rehabil i t a t i o n  Grants program proposed by the 
Administrat ion, i s  t o  encourage l oca l  governments t o  use Comnuni ty  Development 
Block Grant funds f o r  the r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  ren ta l  propert ies.  The 
Demonstration i s  based on the premise t h a t  the ren ta l  subsidy t o  tenants 
should be separated from the subsidy f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i n g  the property. This 
separation o f  subsidies i s  a departure from most other pub1 ic ly- funded housing 
programs. 

Currently, 14 State governments and 185 l oca l  governments, each w i t h  a 
Demovstration p r o  ram l o c a l l y  designed t o  meet i t s  d i s t i n c t  needs, are 

counties, have been i n  the Demonstration since i t  began i n  1981. The other 
176 communities were selected i n  August 1982. These communities have agreed 
t o  budget more than $45 m i l l i o n  i n  amounts ranging from $40,000 t o  $1,669,000 
t o  the Demonstration from t h e i r  CDBG grants and expect t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  more 
than 11,000 u n i t s  o f  r en ta l  housing. To al low r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  these un i t s  
w i  t h  a minimum d i  spl acement o f  cur rent  1 ow- and moderate-i ncome tenants, HUD 
i s  a l l o c a t i n g  more than 6,500 Section 8 Ex is t ing  Housing Ce r t i f i ca tes  t o  the 
199 communities f o r  use i n  the Demonstration. 

p a r t i  c i  p a t i  ng i n a he program. Twenty-three communi t i e s  , 21 c i t i e s  and two 

As o f  January 1983, the communities pa r t i c i pa t i ng  i n  the  Demonstration had 
completed o r  had under const ruct ion approximately 325 u n i t s  and had funded o r  
selected another 800 un i t s .  F i r s t  round communities have about one-half o f  
the u n i t s  they expect t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  i n  some stage of processing. The second 
round comnuni t i e s  have selected, funded, completed, o r  have under construct ion 
approximately 300 o f  the u n i t s  they expect t o  produce. 

The average per u n i t  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  cost  i n  the  Demonstration has been 
$10,965. Approximately $4,341 o f  t h a t  average has been cont r ibuted from CDBG 
funds a l located t o  the Demonstration and the balance, $6,624, from p r i va te  
sources. A1 though the experience t o  date i s  1 i m i  ted, the Demonstration 
appears t o  have r e h a b i l i t a t e d  u n i t s  a t  l ess  cost  t o  the pub l ic  and w i t h  a 
higher leveraging r a t i o  than other CDBG-funded mu1 t i f a m i l y  housing 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  e f f o r t s .  

Assessments o f  the Demonstration by loca l  o f f i c i a l s  have general ly  been 
p o s i t i v e  and s t ress the advantages o f  l oca l  cont ro l  over the  se lec t ion of 
proper t ies  . and over the pract ices and procedures t o  be fo l lowed i n  the 
Demons t r a t i on . 

109 

I 
c 



URBAN HOMESTEADING PROGRAM 

Section 810 of the Housing and Community Development Act o f  1974, as amended, 
provides f o r  the t ransfer t o  l oca l  governments o f  unoccupied one-to-four u n i t  
proper t ies  owned by HUD, the Veterans Administrat ion (VA), and the Farmers 
Home Administrat ion (FmHA) a t  no cost t o  communities w i t h  HUD-approved 
homesteading programs. Local governments, i n  turn, o f f e r  the propert ies a t  
nominal o r  no cost  t o  homesteaders who agree t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  them and t o  
res ide i n  them fo r  a minimum o f  three years. The p r inc ipa l  goals o f  the 
program have been t o  promote homeownershi p, upgrade propert ies, r e v i  t a l  i ze 
ne i  ghborhoods , and reduce the HUD inventory o f  acqui red propert ies. 

Congress i n i  ti ated no modif i cat1 ons t o  the Urban Homesteading program i n FY 
1982. The Department d i d  take several administrat ive steps r e l a t i n g  t o  
i n te rna l  cont ro l  and improvement o f  program monitor ing and compl i ance. The 
Department a lso took ac t ion  t o  increase the supply o f  propert ies ava i lab le  
through VA and FmHA. F ina l l y ,  a decision t o  concentrate a l l  Section 312 
s i ng le  fam i l y  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  loan a c t i v i t y  f o r  the year i n  homesteading areas 
expanded the supply o f  rehabi l  i t a t i o n  assistance from t h a t  source f o r  the  
year. 

Since 1975, Congress has appropriated $55 m i l l i o n  f o r  the Section 810 
rogram. HUD operated the program on funds appropriated f o r  previous years 

Prom FY 1980 through FY 1982. As o f  the end of FY 1982, 84.8 percent o f  a l l  
money appropri ated f o r  Section 810 had been spent. 

E l  even communi t i e s  jo ined  the Urban Homesteading program i n  FY 1982, maki n 
107 approved programs i n  a l l .  Ninety-one o f  the communities f i l e d  annua 
appl icat ions f o r  the year; three had been suspended, and 13 had i nac t i ve  
programs. Seventy-three communities had acquired new homesteading propert ies 
from any source dur ing the year. 

9 

Between 1976 and the end o f  FY 1982, loca l  Urban Homesteading programs had 
acquired 7,115 proper t ies  from a l l  sources. Communities used Section 810 
funds t o  reimburse appropriate Federal agencies f o r  6,233 o f  those 
propert ies.  HUD-owned Section 810 propert ies made up 87 percent of a l l  
p roper t ies  acquired, and 1 ocal ly-acqui red propert ies const i tu ted another ten 
percent. Communities acquired 982 propert ies from a l l  sources dur ing FY 1982 
of which 78 percent were HUD-owned Section 810-supported propert ies. FY 1982 
marked the  f i r s t  year i n  which VA propert ies were acquired f o r  homesteading. 
So far, r e l a t i v e l y  few such propert ies have been conveyed. 

Through FY 1982, c m u n i t i e s  had t ransfer red 84 percent o f  a l l  homesteading 
proper t ies  t o  homesteaders (pending successful compl e t i on  o f  a1 1 program 
requirements) , and 76 percent were ac tua l l y  occupied by homesteaders. 
Rehab i l i t a t i on  had begun on 81 percent of the propert ies and had been 
completed on 65 percent. Fee simple conveyance, which marks the completion o f  
the  m i  nimum three-year condi t ional  conveyance and occupancy pe r i  od, had 
occurred i n  29 percent o f  a l l  homesteading propert ies. 
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SECTION 312 REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM 

Section 312 of the Housing Act of 1964, as amended, authorizes the Secretary 
t o  make low-interest loans for rehabilitating properties t o  local standards i n  
certai n el i g i  bl e areas. 

The Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1981 extended the Section 
312 program through FY 1983. The Department has proposed termination of the 
program i n  1984. Congress d i d  not  appropriate any f u n d i n g  for the program i n  
FY 1982. Instead, the program was operated entirely from loan repayments and 
other income recoveries. Funding available for  loans for the year was $68.1 
m i  11 ion;  1 oan reservations were $49.4 m i  11 ion.  

The Department took two major programmatic steps du r ing  FY 1982. First,  i t  
shifted the principal  focus of the program from single family t o  multifamily 
loans  and concentrated the single family fund ing  i n  homesteading areas. As a 
result, multifamily loans constituted 81 percent of the Section 312 loan 
amounts obligated d u r i n g  the year, and the remainder went t o  single family 
1 oans i n  urban homesteadi ng areas. 

The second initiative was the in t roduct ion  of variable interest rates i n  the 
program. Prior t o  FY 1982, a l l  Section 312 loans were made a t  three percent 
interest. In  t h a t  year, while a l l  Section 312 loans were s t i l l  made a t  below 
market interest rates, the only loans made a t  the three percent rate were 
those i n  w h i c h  single family incomes of the applicants fell a t  or below 80 
percent of the area median income. About 73 percent of the FY 1982 single 
family loans were made a t  the three percent rate, and 26 percent were lent a t  
11 percent. Multifamily and investor-owned single family loans were t o  bear 
an 11 percent rate, except where private subsidies equalled or exceeded 
Section 312 f u n d i n g .  The 11 and five percent loans constituted 68 and 32 
percent, respectively, of mu1 t ifamily loan amounts. 

Debt collection remained an area of h i g h  Departmental pr ior i ty  du r ing  FY 
1982. In  order t o  promote this priority, the Department took actions i n  
col 1 ecti on system automati on and consol i d a t i  on of various 1 oan servi ci ng 
functions. These initiatives allowed HUD t o  increase dramatically debt 
collection for  the program and t o  maintain the proportion of seriously 
delinquent loans a t  7.2 percent. 

The Department made 757 Section 312 loans dur ing  FY 1982 of w h i c h  502 were 
primarily single family loans i n  support of urban homesteading and 255 were 
multifamily loans. These loans will eventually contribute t o  the 
rehabilitation of 4,383 dwelling units. 

Fewer communities participated i n  the Section 312 program i n  FY 1982 t h a n  had 
done so the previous year--549 i n  FY 1981 and 159 i n  FY 1982. Most of the  
f u n d i n g  obl i gated d u r i n g  FY 1982 went t o  metropol i t a n  c i t ies ,  1 ocal i t ies w i t h  
populations of 100,000 or more, and distressed comnuni ties. 
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PART ONE : THE RENTAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM DEMONSTRATION 

INTRODUCTION 

T h i s  section of the chapter describes the Rental Rehabil i tat ion Pro ram 
Demonstration. The f 9 rst  
subsection presents information on recent program devel opments , i ncl udi ng the 
background, purpose, and structure of the Demonstration. The second 
subsection describes the status and progress of the 23 communities 
pa r t i c i pa t i ng  i n  the f i r s t  round of the Demonstration and the 176 communities 
participating i n  the second round. The f i n a l  subsection briefly describes 
some of the major features of the programs designed by f i r s t  round communities 
and summarizes local assessments of the f i r s t  twelve months of the 
Demons t ra ti on. 

The section i s  d iv ided  i n to  three subsections. 

The background materi a1 sumnari zed i n this section was taken from information, 
i ncl u d i  ng  memorandums , provided t o  the partici pati ng communities by HUD. Data 
on the CDBG funds and Section 8 Housing certificates budgeted for the 
Demonstration and the progress of the second round communities were provided 
by the Office of Urban Rehabilitation. The more detailed information on 
progress by f i r s t  round comnunities was obta ined  through telephone and on-site 
discussions w i t h  the local coordinators of the 23 f i rs t  round Demonstration 
programs. 

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS 

PURPOSE AND STRUCTURE OF THE DEMONSTRATION 

Purpose of the Demonstration. Since the inception of the Community 
bevel opment B1 ock G rant (61TBT; ) program i n  1974, the rehabilitation of 
p r i  vately-owned resi denti a1 properties has accounted for an increasingly 1 arge 
share of a l l  Block Grant expenditures. In  the three program years between 
1979 and 1981, approximately $2.7 b i l l i o n ,  25 percent of a l l  CDBG funds 
appropriated, were budgeted t o  such activities. In 1982 entitlement grantees 
a1 one projected spendi ng an addi ti onal $700 m i  11 ion on housing rehabi 1 i t a t i  on. 

The largest share of these funds has been used t o  rehabilitate single-family, 
owner-occupied, 1-4 u n i t  properties. A recent report based on a survey of 
more t h a n  400 entitlement communities by the General Accounting Office shows 
the extent o f  CDBG assistance t o  this segment of the housing stock. In t h a t  
survey, 98 percent of a l l  communities responding were found t o  have 
rehabil i tated si ngl e-family, owner-occupied properties compared w i t h  50 
percent t h a t  had rehabilitated investor-owned mu1 tifamily or single-family 
units w i t h  CDBG funds. The survey also found  t ha t ,  although substantially 
more rental units t h a n  owner-occupied units need rehabil i t a t i on ,  entitlement 
communities assisted, on average, ovfr four times as many owner-occupied units 
(309) as investor-owned units (75) .  Available evidence also suggests t h a t  
relatively l i t t l e  o f  the CDBG-assisted rental rehabilitation activities have 
been used for smaller, i.e., 30 or fewer units, rental properties. 

The Rental Rehab11 i t a t i o n  Demonstration program i s  designed t o  f i l l  t h a t  gap 
by encouraging 1 ocal communities t o  develop effective rehabilitation rograms 
for small rental properties. The f i r s t  round of the Demonstration, w 1 ich was 
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announced i n  the Federal Register on December 15, 1980, was open t o  CDBG 
entitlement communities and recipients of Small Cities Comprehensive grants. 
In the second round of the Demonstration, announced i n  June 1982, eligibility 
was expanded t o  include State governments. The purpose of the Demonstration 
i s  t o  show: 

' 'That w i t h  the appropriate subsidized f inanc ing  i t  i s  feasible, practical 
and cost effective t o  rehabilitate small multifamily property for rental a t  
market rates; 

T h a t  local CDBG funds can be used t o  leverage private monies t o  subsidize 
f i n a n c i n g  for  rehabilitation of small mu1 t i family  rental properties; 

T h a t  i t  is  possible t o  b u i l d  i n t o  publicly sponsored rehabilitation 
programs incentives for strong management and long-term maintenance of 
rental property; and 

T h a t  w i t h  the appropriate use of Section 8 Existing Housing Certificates of 
Family Participation, eligible l o w 7  income residents can, i f  they choose, 
remain i n  rehabilitated buildings." 

Demonstration Funding .  The primary source of the rehabilitation assistance i n  
the Demonstration i s  the Community Development Block Grant funds t h a 5  each 
participating community was required t o  budget for  i ts  local projects. The 
principal use of these CDBG funds  i s  t o  subsidize the cost of rehab i l i t a t ion  
down t o  the level required t o  make a project feasible a t  market rents. 
Demonstration par t ic ipants  can use their CDBG funds t o  provide any type of 
rehabilitation loan,  grant, or other subsidy allowed by CDBG regulations. 

I n  add i t ion  t o  the p u b l i c  sector f inancing,  each Demonstration program i s  
required t o  include participation by pr ivate  lenders i n  loan underwriting and 
t o  leverage private funds w i t h  the p u b l i c  resources used. In the f i r s t  round, 
localities were also expected t o  require an equity investment by the 
prospective borrower o f  a t  least ten percent cash or cash equivalent based on 
the market Val ue of the property before rehabi 1 i t a t i  on. 

The Demonstration's rental subsidy i s  provided through the Section 8 E x i s t i n g  
Housing Program and i s  available t o  low-income tenants so t h a t ,  i n  most cases, 
they can continue t o  live i n  the b u i l d i n g  after i t  has been renovated. 
Tenants receiving Section 8 certificates th rough  the Demonstration are not  
required t o  remain i n  the rehabilitated b u i l d i n g ;  they can leave the b u i l d i n g  
and use the certificate a t  another location i f  they choose t o  do so. In 
a d d i t i o n ,  these Certificates can be used i n  cases where tenants would prefer 
t o  remain i n  the rehabilitated b u i l d i n g  b u t  are unable t o  do so, e.g., where 
physical changes t o  the b u i l d i n g  are such t h a t  there are no units suitable for 
the tenant  i n  t h a t  b u i l d i n g  after rehab i l i t a t ion .  Each local government 
selected for  the Demonstration received a special a l loca t ion  of Section 8 
E x i s t i n g  Housing Contract Authority. The amount of the Contract Authority 
made available t o  each community was based upon the number of units t o  be 
rehabilitated t h r o u g h  the Demonstration, the estimated need for tenant 
assistance i n  those communities, and the ava i lab l i ty  of Section 8 E x i s t i n g  
funds. 
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Local Program Requirements. I n  order t o  avoid causing hardship f o r  lower 
income tenants, HUD required f i r s t  round communities t o  devise a strategy t o  
minimize displacement of tenants from bui ld ings being rehab i l i t a ted  and t o  
f o l  1 ow HUD-prescri bed m i  nimum requirements f o r  p ro tec t i  ng tenants earning 1 ess 
than the area median income. Loca l i t i es  have the opt ion o f  providing more 
assistance t o  these tenants as wel l  as providing assistance t o  tenants whose 
income exceeds 100 percent o f  the area median. 

Second round comnuni ti es were required t o  devel op t he i  r own re1 ocat i  on/anti  - 
displacement s t ra teg ies  consistent  w i th  l oca l  needs and neighborhood 
character is t ics .  Minimum leve l s  of pro tect ion f o r  low- and moderate-income 
tenants were a1 so requi  red of p a r t i  c i  p a t i  ng comnuni t i es .  

The Rental Rehabil i t a t i o n  Program Demonstration a1 so requires pa r t i c i pa t i ng  
cornuni t ies  t o  t a rge t  t h e i r  program t o  one o r  more neighborhoods where CDBG 
a c t i v i t i e s  are concentrated and t o  requi re  t h a t  post- rehabil Stat ion rents  w i l l  
f a l l  w i t h i n  the Section 8 Ex is t ing  F a i r  Market Rents. 

To help the l o c a l i t y  deal w i t h  the technical aspects o f  the Demonstration, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i t h  the terms and condit ions o f  f i nanc ia l  arrangements , HUD 
provided p a r t i c i p a t i n g  communities w i t h  technical assistance from a p r i va te  
consultant. 

Di f ferences .from Other Programs. The Demonstration d i f f e r s  from other Federal 
The most s i g n i f i c a n t  dif ference 

i s  tha! the Demonstradon i s  based on the premise t h a t  the ren ta l  subsidy t o  
the low-income tenant should be separated from the r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  assistance 
f o r  the property. Unl ike the Section 8 r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  programs, the Section 8 
Ex i s t i ng  c e r t i f i c a t e s  provided lower income famil i e s  through the Demonstration 
are not  t i e d  t o  the property being rehabi l i ta ted.  This i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
change from Federal housing rehabi l  i t a t i o n  programs t h a t  provide property 
owners the assurance o f  continued ren ta l  income i f  they r e h a b i l i t a t e  t h e i r  
propert ies.  

A second important d i f ference i s  the expanded r o l e  o f  l oca l  o f f i c i a l s .  
Compared t o  many other  Federal housing programs, 1 ocal o f f i c i a l s  have broader 
d i sc re t i on  and greater r espons ib i l i t i es  i n  the Demonstration. I n  the 
Demonstration, l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  are engaged i n  se lect ing neighborhoods, 
determining appropr iate subsidy 1 eve1 s and mechanisms , a t t r a c t i n g  owners, 
se lec t ing  proper t ies  t o  be rehabi l i ta ted,  and coordinating the a c t i v i t i e s  o f  
i nvestors , 1 enders , contractors, and tenants. Because o f  the f l  ex i  b i t  i ty 
permi t t e d  1 ocal o f f  i c i  a1 s, each 1 ocal i ty ' s program has a unique combination o f  
cha rac te r i s t i c s  designed t o  meet i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  needs, p r i o r i t i e s ,  and 
management structures.  

i n  assis1; ante Pro rams 'n 5 everal ways. 

A t h i r d  major d i f ference between the Rental Rehab i l i ta t ion  Demonstration and 
other  Federal l y- ass i  sted rehabi 1 i t a t i o n  programs s t h a t  comnuni t i e s  
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  the  Demonstration are required t o  leverage p r i va te  funds w i t h  
the CDBG funds they use i n  the Demonstration. Although many communities do 
attempt t o  1 everage p r i va te  resources through other r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  programs, 
most o ther  programs do no t  requ i re  t h a t  they do so. 

A f i n a l  major d i f fe rence  between the Demonstration and other Federal housing 
programs i s  t h a t  i t  was designed t o  increase the r i s k  borne by the investor, 
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i.e., the owner of the property, relative t o  the p u b l i c  sector. The position 
of investors i n  the Demonstration is  more similar t o  their posit ion i n  the 
private unsubsidized rental market than i t  i s  i n  other Federal housing 
programs. Unlike most other Federal housing programs, the investors may be 
responsible for proposing the amount of work t o  be done, o b t a i n i n g  their own 
private financing, and negotiating w i t h  contractors. Communities i n  the f i rs t  
round of the Demonstration were also expected t o  require recourse* lending i n  
the Demonstration and t o  discourage participation by t a x  she1 ter syndicates. 
In return, rental property owners receive only a one time loan or grant  from 
the pub1 i c  sector; they receive no guarantee of continuing rental assistance 
t o  their tenants and no special t a x  breaks. Investors are expected t o  view 
property ownership, rehabilitation, and management as a profitable investment 
t h a t  will produce a positive cash flow i n  a competitive private market 
envi ronment. 

Selection of Demonstration Participants. The December 1980 announcement of 
the Demonstration required interested localities t o  submit  prel iminary 
applications describing specified major features of their proposed program t o  
the HUD Central Office by March 6, 1981. From these preliminary applications 
a smaller number of communities would be identified and invited t o  submi t  
final applications for  consideration. 

A t o t a l  of 78 communities responded by s u b m i t t i n g  preliminary applications. 
TheSe a pljcati-ons wgre. reviewed by the HUD Central Office and by the Area 

For t  of the 78 communities 
s u b m i t t i n g  preliminary applications were i n i t i a l l y  se ected t o  submit a f ina l  
application. However, because the Section 8 Existing certificates requested 
by the communities exceeded the available funds,  only 23 communities were 
invited t o  submit f i na l  applications. 

On September 15, 1981, the 19 CDBG entitlement cit ies,  two urban counties, and 
two CDBG small c i t ies  selected t o  participate i n  the Demonstration were 
announced. These communities agreed t o  budget a t o t a l  of $6,719,000 i n  local 
CDBG funds t o  the Demonstration and planned t o  rehabilitate approximately 
1,200 units. HUD was t o  provide the 23 communities a sufficient allocation of 
Section 8 Existing Housing Contract Authority t o  assist 714 low- t o  moderate- 
income tenants residing i n  b u i  1 dings rehabi 1 i tated i n  the Demonstration and 
technical assistance i n  designing their programs. 

On June 17, 1982, the second round of the Demonstration was announced i n  the 
Federal Register. The basic purpose of the Demonstration was unchanged, b u t  
the scope was broadened t o  allow participation by interested State 
governments. In August 1982, 176 jurisdictions (14 States, 21 counties, and 
141 ci t ies)  were selected t o  participate i n  the second round of the 
Demonstration. These participants agreed t o  budget $38.5 mi l l ion  i n  CDBG 
funds t o  the Demonstration, were t o  receive 6,000 Section 8 certificates, and 
planned t o  rehabilitate approximately 10,000 units i n  the Demonstration. 

.y Office R aving Jurisdiction over the comnunity. 

* A recourse loan enables the lender t o  take action against the personal 
property of the borrower i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  foreclosing on the mortgaged 
property. 
t o  increase the owner's risk and commitment t o  the success of the project. 

I t  was encouraged by HUD i n  the f i r s t  round of this Demonstration 
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DEMONSTRATION FUNDING AND PROGRESS 

Local CDBG Funding. The 199 comnunities p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  the  two rounds of 
t h e  Demonstration have agreed t o  budget more than $45 m i l l i o n  o f  l oca l  CDBG 
funds, o r  an average of $230,000 per comnunity, t o  t h e i r  Demonstration 
pro j ec t s  . 
A1 though most comnuni t i e s  a1 1 ocated amounts c lose t o  the overa l l  average-- 75 
percent a1 1 ocated between $50,000 and $299,000 t o  the Demonstration-- there 
was substant ia l  va r i a t i on  both i n  actual do l l a r s  and the r e l a t i v e  s ize  o f  the 
amounts compared t o  t h e i r  CDBG grants. (See Table 4-1.) The amounts budgeted 
t o  the Demonstration ranged from a low of $40,000 i n  a small county t o  more 
than $1,669,000 i n  a la rge  ent i t lement c i t y .  The va r i a t i on  i n  the budgeting 
of -  CDBG funds fo r  the Rental Rehab i l i ta t ion  Program Demonstration r e l a t i v e  t o  
the p a r t i c i p a t i n g  communities' grants i s  equal ly  substant ia l .  I n  16 
communities, general ly  ent i t lement c i t i e s ,  CDBG funds going t o  the 
Demonstratiop represent l ess  than one percent of t h e i r  1981 o r  most recent 
CDBG grants. (See Table 4-2.) I n  contrast, three pa r t i c i pa t i ng  cornuni t ies  
budgeted funds f o r  t h e i r  1 ocal Demonstration programs t h a t  exceeded the 
amounts o f  t h e i r  most recent CDBG grants. 

Compared t o  f i r s t  round comnunities, par t i c ipan ts  i n  the second round 
a l loca ted  smaller amounts ($219,000 vs. $292,000) f o r  the Demonstration. 
Proport ionately,  however, most par t i c ipan ts  i n  both rounds a l l o t t e d  
comparable shares of t h e i r  CDBG gragts for  t h e i r  l oca l  programs; the median i n  
both rounds was about f i v e  percent. 

For the most part ,  t he  CDBG funds budgeted t o  the Demonstration, a t  l e a s t  i n  
f i r s t  round comnunities, were funds t h a t  had already been a l l o t t e d  f o r  housing 
rehab i l i t a t i on .  Only three of the 23 f i r s t  round c i t i e s  reported budgeting 
addi t iona l  CDBG funds t o  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  as a r e s u l t  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  the 
Demonstration. The increases, which ranged from $10,000 t o  $200,000, amounted 
t o  $310,000 and accounted f o r  approximately f i v e  percent o f  a l l  CDBG funds 
a1 1 ocated t o  the Demonstration during t h a t  round. 

* P a r t i c i p a t i n g  communities were no t  required t o  budget a1 1 the Demonstration 
funds from one year ' s  CDBG grant. The 1981 grant amount i s  used here simply 
fo r  comparative purposes. 
+ The reason f o r  the r e l a t i v e  d i f ference i n  the amount budgeted t o  the 
Demonstration and the share of the CDBG grants t h a t  t h i s  represents i s  t h a t  
the second round involves propor t ionate ly  more small c i t i e s ,  21 percent o f  
par t ic ipants ,  than the f i r s t  round, nine percent, and, consequently, the  
average grant  s i ze  i s  subs tan t ia l l y  smaller. 
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TABLE 4-1 
CDBG FUNDS BUDGETED FOR THE RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION 

BY PART I C I PAT1 NG COMMUN I T I  ES 
(Do1 1 ars  i n  Thousands) ./ 

7 I - i r s t  Round second Round i o t a  I 
CDBG Funds Number of Number o f  Number o f  

$50 - $99 0 0 36 20 36 18 
$100 - $199 6 27 76 43 82 41 
$200 - $299 7 30 27 15 34 17 
$300 - $499 4 17 20 11 24 12 
$500 - $999 6 26 9 5 15 8 
More than $1000 0 0 7 4 7 4 
To t a  1 -23 m% m 7uu% 79v mu% 
Average $292 $219 $230 
Median $250 $125 $125 

i 
Comnuni t i e s  Pct  Comnuni ti es Pct  Comnuni t i e s  Pct  
0 0  l - r  1 1 -  I y,ge;;adn $50 

I 
SOURCE: U .S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community 

P1 anning and Development, Off ice o f  Urban Rehabil i t a t i o n .  
Compiled by the Off ice o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

TABLE 4-2 
FUNDING FOR THE RENTAL REHABILITATION 

DEMONSTRATION AS A PERCENTAGE OF 1981 CDBG GRANTS 

k i r s t  Round 
Demonstration as 
Percent o f  Grant Communities Pct  
less than 1 3 m  
1 - 4.9 0 35 
5 - 9.9 7 30 
10 - 19.9 3 13 

' N umber o t  

20 o r  more 
To ta  I 

2 9 
-23 m 

Second Round Total 
Number o f  Number o f  

Comnuni t i e s  Pct  Comnuni t i e s  Pct  
1 3 - 9 -  1 6 - 9 -  

64 42 72 41 
39 25 46 26 
28 10 31 18 
9 6 11 6 m m Tm m 

Median 5.1% 4.9% 5.0% - 
1 SOURCt: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community 
*-- Planning and Development, Off ice o f  Urban Rehabi l i ta t ion.  

Compiled by the O f f i c e  o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation. 
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I n  terms of the CDBG funds a l located t o  the Demonstration and the goals 
establ ished by p a r t i c i p a t i n g  f i r s t  round communities, the Rental 
Rehab i l i t a t ion  Program Demonstration i s  no t  the la rges t  pa r t  o f  most l o c a l  
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  programs. I n  most o f  the f i r s t  round communities, the CDBG 
funds budgeted t o  the Demonstration represent less  than t h i r t y  percent o f  a l l  
CDBG funds budgeted f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and less  than 30 percent of a l l  u n i t s  
t o  be r e h a b i l i t a t e d  dur ing FY 1981. I n  only one o f  the f i r s t  round 
cornuni t ies  does the Demonstration budget account f o r  more than one-half o f  
a l l  funds budgeted fo r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  programs o r  one-half o f  a l l  u n i t s  t o  be 
rehab i l i t a ted .  (See Table 4-3.) 

TABLE 4-3 
RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION AS A 

PERCENT OF ALL PLANNED LOCAL REHABILITATION 
I N  FIRST ROUND COMMUNITIES 

Demonstration as Un i t s  I. undi ng 
Percent o f  A l l  Number o t  Percent o f  Number o f  Percent o f  
Local Rehab i l i t a t ion  Communities Comnunities Communities Communities 
-Less than 10% 9 41% P 45% 

I 10 - 30 
31 - 50 

36 
18 

5 

8 
2 
1 

40 
10 

5 

8 
4 

51 - 99 1 
100 
To ta l  
Median 

- 

0 0 0 0 -n-- --rum- -m- r 
15.5% 11.5% 

t: U.S. oepartment o t  Housing and Urban Development, Cornunity 
P1 anni ng and Devel opment, Off i c e  of Program Analysi s and 
Evaluation. 

The Demonstration i s ,  however, a very s i g n i f i c a n t  share o f  l oca l  mu l t i f am i l y  
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  programs. (See Table 4-4.) I n  n ine o f  the 23 f i r s t  round 
communities the Demonstration accounts f o r  more than h a l f  o f  the mu1 t i f a m i l y  
u n i t s  the p a r t i c i p a t i n g  cornuni t ies  expect t o  r ehab i l i t a t e ,  and i n  s i x  
communities, i t  represents more than one-half of the  l oca l  funds t o  be used i n  
m u l t i f a m i l y  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  e f f o r t s .  I n  fac t ,  i n  f ou r  communl’ties the  
Demonstration i s  the on ly  CDBG-funded mu1 t i f a m i l y  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  e f f o r t .  
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TABLE 4-4 
RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION AS A 

I N  FIRST ROUND COMMUNITIES 
PERCENT OF LOCAL MULTIFAMILY (MF) REHABILITATION 

Share o f  A l l  
MF Rehabi 1 i t a t i o n  
Less than 10% 
10 - 30% 
31 - 50% 
51 - 99% 
100% 
T o t a l  

I 

Un i t s  I- undi ng 
Number o f  Percent o f  Number o f  Percent o t  

Comnunities Comnunities Communities Communities 
314% 6 27% 

9 41 
1 5 
5 23 
4 18 
7 ---mu%- 

7 
3 
2 
4 
22 

26.5% 26.5% 

32 
14 
9 
18 

7-m- 

SUmCL: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Comnunity 
P1 anni ng and Development , Of f i ce  o f  Program Analysis and 
Evaluation. 

Demonstration Goals. Overal l ,  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  f i r s t  round comnunities expect t o  
r e h a b i l i t a t e  an average o f  53 un i ts ,  o r  approximately 1200 t o t a l  un i ts .  This 
average, however, i s  i t f l a t e d  by the r e l a t i y e l y  la rge  goals o f  f i v e  c j t j e s  
t h a t  expect t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  100 o r  more un i ts .  I n  fac t ,  most communities 
ac tua l l y  establ ished goals o f  r e h a b i l i t a t i n g  between 20 and 49 un i t s  i n  the 
Demonstration. (See Tab1 e 4-5). 

TABLE 4-5 
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF UNITS TO BE REHABILITATED 

I N  FIRST ROUND OF RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION 

Number o f  Uni ts  Number o t  Comnuni t i e s  Percent o f  Communi t i e s  
Fewer than 20 00% 
20 - 30 7 30 
31 - 40 2 9 
41 - 50 5 22 
51 - 99 4 17 
loo+ 5 22 
Total 23 -rum- 
Average 53 u n i t s  
Median 49 u n i t s  

SOURCt: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community 
Planning and Development, O f f i ce  o f  Program Analysis and 
Eva1 u a t i  on. 
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As of January, no t  a l l  second round Demonstration comnunities had set  their 
f inal  program goal s. Consequently, complete figures or detai 1 ed breakdowns 
regarding #ational  goals for the second round of the Demonstration are not  
available.  According t o  da ta  currently available, however, an estimated 
10,000 units are expected t o  be rehabilitated du r ing  the second round o f  the 
Demonstration. 

Demonstration Progress. According t o  the most recent available information, 
the f i rs t  round cornunities have completed or  currently have under 
construction 43 projects comprising 255 units, approximately -21 percent o f  
their t o t a l  goals. (See Table 4-6.) Local o f f i c i a l s  also report t h a t  a 
number of projects have been funded or selected b u t  are not  yet under 
construction. Overall, approximately one-ha1 f of the about 1200 units the 23 
f i rs t  round comnunities expect t o  produce through the Demonstration have a t  
least been selected for processing. 

In a d d i t i o n  t o  the units completed by the f irst  round comnunities, some second 
round comnunities have begun t o  implement their local programs. Second round 
comnunities have a t o t a l  of 54 projects comprised of 313 units i n  some stage 
of rehabilitation, including six units i n  three projects already completed and 
16 projects w i t h  68 units under construction. (See Table 4-6.) 

I 

TABLE 4-6 
PROGRESS OF THE RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION 

First Round Second Round Tota I 
ProJ. Units Proj. Units - -- - Pct  o f  Goal 

i n  Construction 43 255 21% 19 74 62 329 

i n  construction 25 146 12 14 30 39 176 
Funded, not  

Sel ec ted. no t  
yet funded 35 242 

Total m m  20 21 209 56 451 
'53% -3? m m  -355 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community 
P l a n n i n g  and Development, Office of Urban Rehabilitation. 
Compiled by the Office o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

Some f i rs t  round comnunities have made substantial progress towards 
accompl i shi ng their 1 ocal goal s fo r  the Demonstration. Three communities had 
completed or had under construction between 50 percent and 63 percent of their 
goals, and two comnunities had already rehabilitated 100 percent of the units 
they expected t o  produce through the Demonstration. (See Table 4-7.) 

* 
Of the 176 participating comnunities, 43 had completed their program 
designs by mid-January 1983, and the majority of the other participants 
were expected t o  complete their designs by the beginning o f  February. 
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comnit themselves t o  long-term loans, espec ia l ly  on small propert ies.  I n  a 
few cases, l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  sa id  t h a t  owners were re l uc tan t  t o  i nves t  even the 
money required f o r  appraisal fees. 

I 

TABLE 4-7 
UNITS COMPLETED OR UNDER CONSTRUCTION AS 
A PERCENT OF LOCAL GOALS I N  FIRST ROUND 

RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION COMMUNITIES 

Completed Un i ts  as Number o f  Percent o f  
Pct. o f  Local Goal Comnuni t i e s  Comuni ti es - 97 

1-20 
21-50 
51-99 
100 

Total 

8 
1 
3 
2 

73  

35 
4 
13 
9 

100% 
- 
sWFnt: u 3 ue arEmefft OT nousin ana ttPDan ue . .  ve I opment, l;omnuni t y  

P I  annin; and Devel opme!t, O f f i ce  o f  Urban Rehabil i ta t ion .  
Compiled by the O f f i c e  of Program Analysis and Evaluation. (Deta i l  
does no t  add due t o  rounding. ) 

- - ._ - 

Some l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  i n  f i r s t  round comnunities a lso stressed t h a t  ce r t a i n  
program requirements o f  the Demonstration were a major obstacle they faced i n  
ge t t i ng  the proper t ies  they o r i g i n a l l y  targeted and meeting t h e i r  goals. I n  
pa r t i cu l a r ,  they . i den t i f i ed  the requirement f o r  recourse lend ing i n  the 
Demonstration and HUD' s emphasis on funding occupied proper t ies  as fac to rs  
discouraging the p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  some mu1 t i f a m i l y  investors.  Local o f f i c i a l s  
a1 so c i t e d  o ther  HUD program-re1 ated problems t h a t  are no t  exc lus ive ly  
features o f  the Demonstration as con t r ibu t ing  t o  slower than expected 
progress. For example, some l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  be l ieve t h a t  Section 8 Ex i s t i ng  
F a i r  Market Rents are too low f o r  t h e i r  communities and t h a t  the paperwork 
invo lved w i t h  processing Section 8 ce r t i f i ca tes  i s  making some investors  
r e l uc tan t  t o  par t i c ipa te .  

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AND EXPERIENCES I N  FIRST ROUND COMMUNITIES 

Charac te r i s t i cs  of Rehabi l i ta ted Propert ies. The purpose o f  the Rental 
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Program Demonstration was t o  focus on small, occupied and 
p a r t i a l l y  occupied, mu1 t i f a m i l y  r en ta l  propert ies o f  approximately f i v e  t o  
t h i r t y  u n i t s  per b u i l d i n g  and t o  show t h a t  such proper t ies  could be 
e f f i c i e n t l y  r e h a b i l i t a t e d  using CDBG funds. The actual decisions regarding 
s p e c i f i c  proper t ies  t o  r ehab i l i t a t e ,  however, were made exc lus ive ly  by the 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  comnunities. 
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The local discretion permitted the Demonstration participants was ref1 ected i n  
the types of buildings t h a t  local officials reported emphasizing i n  the 
Demonstration. Although the Demonstration programs i n  each of the 23 f i r s t  
round comnuni ties targeted certain types of properties according t o  the income 
of their tenants, the occupancy status of the buildings, or several other 
characteristics, only the number of units i n  the b u i l d i n g  was identified as a 
major selection factor i n  the majority of comnunities. There was, however, 
substantial variation among the communities regarding the size of the 
buildings t o  be targeted for rehabilitation i n  the Demonstration; local 
officials reported emphasizing a wide variety of buildings from single-family 
structures t o  buildings having 30 or more units. 

The local discretion permitted by the Demonstration was also apparent i n  the 
varying size of the b u i l d i n g s  t h a t  have been rehabilitated through the 
Demonstration. As of December 1982, 14 of the 23 f i r s t  round comnunities had 
completed or had under construction 32 projects. The majority of the 
Demonstration projects t h a t  have been completed or are under construction 
involve buildings w i t h  1-4 units, and 85 percent of the projects involve 
buildings w i t h  10 or fewer units. (See Table 4-8.) These 32 projects varied 
i n  size from single family properties i n  three of the 14 comnunities t o  a 38 
u n i t  b u i l d i n g  i n  one community. 

TABLE 4-8 
SIZE OF PROJECTS COMPLETED OR UNDER CONSTRUCTION IN 
FIRST ROUND OF RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION 

Projects Units 
ti;;sSi ze Number Percent Number Percent 

-19% 
5-10 units 10 32 63 27 
11-20 units 3 9 54 23 
21+ 
Total 

2 
37 

6 
-mu% 

69 
-m_ 

30 m% 
LL: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Comnunity 

P1 anni ng and Devel opment , Off ice of Urban Rehabi 1 i t a t i  on. 
Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation. 
(Detail does no t  add due t o  rounding. ) 

Local Subsidy Mechanisms. The majority of the comnunities participating i n  
the f i r s t  round o t  the Demonstration provided rehabilitation assistance by 
offering forgiveable and non-forgiveable, deferred payment loans t o  
owners. This pattern is  significantly different from t h a t  found  i n  o t  er CDBG 
comnunities. According t o  a recent GAO review of CDBG-funded housing 
activities, most entitlement rehabilitation programs "used less innovative 
financing methods'' ( i  .e. , g$ants) and "attracted few private funds t o  
supplement the CDBG funds.. . .I' 
Officials i n  74 percent of the f i r s t  round cornunities reported using deferred 
payment loans, usually carrying zero or one percent interest, t o  subsidize 
their Demonstration projects. In twelve of these cities, 
borrowers were required t o  repay the loan. Generally, the repayment was 

R O pe ty 

(See Table 4-9.) 
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required after the market rate loan had been pa id  o f f ,  upon sale of the 
property, or w i t h i n  a specified time period after sale. Five communities 
offered investors forgiveable loans. Four of these comnuni t ies forgave the 
entire amount after a specified period of time, generally between eight and 12 
years. The other cornunity forgave two-thirds of the loan w i t h  the remaining 
one-third due on sale of the property. 

Three of the six other participating cornunities provide direct rehabilitation 
g r a n t s  t o  property owners. In one city, the grant i s  combined w i t h  a deferred 
payment loan. However, t h a t  loan, 100 percent forgiveable i f  the property i s  
not so ld  w i t h i n  eight years, i s  quite similar t o  a grant .  

TABLE 4-9 
PUBLIC SUBSIDY MECHANISMS USED 

BY PARTICIPATING COMMUNITIES IN 
FIRST ROUND OF DEMONSTRATION 

Number of Percent of 
Mec han i sm Communities Comnuni t ies 

Grants 3 13 
Deferred Payment Loans 77 74% 
Par t i c ipa t ion  Loans 2 9 
Interest Subsidy 1 4 

io ta  I 23 -rum-- 
u.5. uepartment o t  Housing and urban Development, Cornunity 
P1 anning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and 
Eva1 ua t i  on. 

NURLt: 

Of the other three cit ies,  two use a p a r t i c i p a t i o n  loan* as  their public 
subsidy mechanism. One combines a four percent CDBG loan w i t h  a market rate 
loan  from a private lending i n s t i t u t i o n  t o  achieve a below-market interest 
rate. The city shares the f i rs t  mortgage, and the owner pays only one rate. 
The second c i t y  has a formal lump-sum leveraging agreement w i t h  a consortium 
of lenders who lend money a t  one percent below-market rate. The banks service 
the loans a t  five percent, and the Federal National Mortgage Corporation buys 
50 percent of each loan. The city contribution i s  enough t o  make the project 
work a t  market rates, and priori ty i s  given t o  the h i g h  leveraging ra t io .  

The f i na l  c i t y  has an interest subsidy agreement i n  which the bank issues a 
line of credit f o r  the amount of the whole rehabilitation cost. This i s  done 
because there i s  a variable interest rate and no way t o  determine the amount 
of subsidy. The c i t y  provides the bank w i t h  a lump-sum t h a t  represents the 
difference between a n  affordable payment for the owner based on income, 
experience, profits, and the market rates. The bank makes a loan for the 

* A participation loan i s  a loan i n  which the princi l e  i s  provided by two or 

making the loan. 
more lenders t h a t  share i n  bo th  the return on the P oan and i n  the risk of 
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whole r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  amount. The c i t y  recovers p a r t  o f  the subsidy i n  the 
event o f  prepayment. 

Although the  data presented here and the data analyzed i n  the GAO repor t  are 
d i f f i c u l t  t o  compare, i t  appears t h a t  the Demonstration involves more frequent 
use of deferred payment and forgiveable loans and less frequent use o f  grants 
and i n t e r e s t  subsidy agreements than i s  found i n  most CDBG r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
programs. I n  the GAO sample, 17.9 percent of the f inancing " intervent ions"  
were grants, 13.7 percent were i n t e r e s l  subsidies, and only 4.2 percent were 
deferred payment o r  forgiveable loans. As Table 4-9 shows, the f igures f o r  
the Demonstration comnunities are qu i te  d i f fe ren t ,  and deferred payment loans 
are used by three- fourths o f  the comnunities i n  the f i r s t  round o f  the 
Demons t r a  ti on. 

Leveraging and Per U n i t  Costs. The per u n i t  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  costs i n  the 32 
Demonstration p ro jec ts  completed o r  under construct ion as o f  December 1982 
have var ied from approximately $3,300 t o  $41,000 and have averaged $10,965. 
O f  t h a t  sum, pub l i c  costs, excluding the Section 8 c e r t i f i c a t e s  provided, have 
ranged from approximately $1,000 t o  $20,000. Overal l  , the average publ i c  cost  
has been $4,341. This f i g u r e  i s  lower than the estimated per u n i t  pub l ic  
costs for  Section 312 Rehab i l i ta t ion  loans t o  mu l t i fami l y  fam i l y  propert ies 
($10,598) and other mu l t i f am i l y  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  funded by CDBG, $5,900 t o  
$7 , 680. 

Because p a r t i c i p a t i n  comnunities were r e  u i red  t o  leverage funds as pa r t  o f  

January 1983 have a be t t e r  leveraging r a t i o  than typ ica l  CDBG-funded 
mu1 ti fami ly  rehabi 1 i t a t i o n  projects. According t o  the recent GAO repor t  on 
CDBG-assisted housing rehab i l i t a t i on ,  the r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  ren ta l  property 
w i t h  CDBG funds resu l ted  i n  a publ ic- to- pr ivate leveraging r a t i o  o f  73:27, 09 
approximately 6.37 o f  p r i  wate funds for  every CDBG do1 1 a r  contributed. 
Demonstration projects, however, have publ ic- to- pr ivate  leveraging r a t i o s  o f  
approximately 40:60, r e s u l t i n g  i n  the  leveraging o f  $1.50 o f  p r i va te  funds f o r  
each CDBG d o l l a r  used. 

the Demonstration, ! he 32 pro jects  camp 9 eted o r  under construct ion as o f  

Relocation and Post-Rehabi l i tat ion Rents. One o f  the major urposes o f  the  

undertaken wi thout causing substant ia l  involuntary displacement o f  low- and 
moderate-income tenants. According t o  the l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  interviewed, very 
l i t t l e  such displacement has occurred i n  pro jects  rehab i l i ta ted  through the  
Demonstration. Thir teen o f  the comnunities pa r t i c i pa t i ng  i n  round one o f  the 
Demonstration reported having pro jects  t ha t  required re loca t ing  tenants. I n  
11 o f  13 l o c a l i t i e s ,  the re loca t ion  was temporary and occurred on s i te .  Only 
two c i t i e s  reported any permanent relocation, and only s i x  households were 
invo lved i n  the re locat ion.  

Demonstratton Is t o  show t h a t  GDBG -funded mu1 t i f a m i l y  rehabi P i t a t i o n  can be 

The reason t h a t  r e l a t i v e l y  1 i t t l e  permanent re locat ion has apparently taken 
place i s  t h a t  the  market ren ts  i n  the rehab i l i ta ted  bu i ld ings have general ly 
no t  exceeded the Section 8 Ex i s t i ng  F a i r  Market Rents (FMRs) i n  the 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  cornuni t ies  and, consequently, the Section 8 ce r t i f i ca tes  can be 
used to minimize displacement. Only three of the 23 l o ca l  o f f i c i a l s  
contacted reported t h a t  the pos t- rehab i l i ta t ion  rents  i n  one o r  more o f  t h e i r  
comnunities' pro jects  exceeded the F a i r  Market Rents for  ex i s t i ng  un i ts .  
Recent data co l lec ted  by the O f f i ce  o f  Urban Rehab i l i ta t ion  are ava i lab le  on 
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the ren ts  of 194 of the 230 Demonstration un i t s  w i t h  construct ion completed by 
January 1983. O f  these 194 un i ts ,  171 (88 percent) were occupied and ren t ing  
a t  o r  below the Section 8 Ex i s t i ng  FMR fo r  t h a t  un i t .  Only 23, o r  12 percent, 
o f  these u n i t s  were occupied and ren t i ng  a t  more than the FMR. 

Low- and Moderate-Income Tenants. Avai lable data provided by l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  
and HUD f i e l d  s t a f f  i nd i ca te  t h a t  the ma jo r i t y  o f  the households res id ing  i n  
the rehabi 1 i ta ted  bu i  1 dings are 1 ow- and moderate-i ncome househol ds. 
According t o  these data, which represent 149 u n i t s  t h a t  are occupied and for  
which the incomes of the tenants are known, 88 percent (126) have incomes o f  
l ess  than 80 percent o f  the area median, and 12 percent (23) have incomes t h a t  
exceed 80 percent o f  the area median. The incomes o f  tenants res id ing  i n  82 
o f  the occupied u n i t s  are unknown. 

Local Assessments o f  the Demonstration. According t o  the l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  
interviewed, the strong p o i n t  o f  t h  e Demonstration i s  the extent  o f  l oca l  
d i sc re t i on  permitted. They were espec ia l ly  pleased t h a t  they, instead o f  HUD, 
ac tua l l y  made the decisions regarding the spec i f i c  proper t ies  t o  be funded and 
the procedures and pract ices t o  be used i n  the Demonstration pro jec t .  Some 
l oca l  coordinators sa id  t h a t  t h i s  d isc re t ion  enabled them t o  address the needs 
of r en ta l  proper t ies  t h a t  could no t  feasib ly have been rehab i l i t a t ed  through 
other  programs and t o  vary the subsidy provided t o  the property owners t o  
match the p a r t i c u l a r  s i tua t ion .  

This l o c a l  d i sc re t i on  a lso allowed comnunities t o  reduce the extent  o f  t h e i r  
involvement i n  administer ing the rehab i l  i t a t i o n  program. Local o f f i c i a l s  i n  
13 o f  the  f i r s t  round comnunities reported they were successful i n  reducing 
pub1 i c  involvement i n  administer ing rehab i l i t a t i on ,  p r ima r i l y  by s h i f t i n g  some 
of t h e i r  former r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  the property owner. Seven o f  these 
o f f i c i a l s  reported t h a t  the owner had taken the ma jo r i t y  o f  the 
respons ib i l i t i e s ,  four ind ica ted  t h a t  the lender and owner shared the 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  about equal ly, and two reported t h a t  the lender had taken the 
ma jo r i t y  o f  the respons ib i l i t i e s .  

Despite the f a c t  t h a t  owners f requent ly took on added tasks i n  the 
r e h a b i l i t a i o n  process, many l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  sa id  i t  was the ren ta l  property 
owners' lack  o f  experience w i t h  f inancing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and t h e i r  
un fam i l a r i t y  w i t h  HUD housing programs tha t  hampered e f f o r t s  t o  reduce the 
community's r o l e  i n  the r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  process. According t o  these o f f i c i a l s ,  
the Demonstration i s  new, and the use o f  the Section 8 c e r t i f i c a t e s  involves a 
normal, bu t  i n  t h e i r  view, nonetheless considerable, amount o f  paperwork. 
Local o f f i c i a l s  reported t h a t  many small property owners were not  experienced 
a t  f i l l i n g  ou t  app l ica t ions o r  f u l f i l l i n g  t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  wi thout  
substant ia l  assistance from the c i t y .  I n  contrast, those o f f i c i a l s  t h a t  dea l t  
wi th experienced developers o r  investors  found t h a t  they were aware o f  
necessary requirements and needed very 1 i ttl e assistance. However, several 
l o c a l  respondents d i d  i nd i ca te  the program was no t  f i n a n c i a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e  
enough f o r  many sophis t ica ted investors. Pa r t i c i pa t i ng  lenders were c i t e d  as 
general ly  cooperative and repor ted ly  were w i l l  i ng t o  take increased 
respons ib i l i t y .  
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PART TWO: THE URBAN HOMESTEADING PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION 

Section 810(e) of the Housing and Comnunity Development Act of 1974 requires 
HUD t o  submit t o  Congress an annual report on the Urban Homesteading program. 

Section 810 of the Housing and Comnunity Development Act of 1974, as amended, 
authorizes the transfer of unoccupied one-to-four-family properties owned by 
HUD, the Veterans Administration ( V A ) ,  and the Farmers Home Administration 
(FmHA) a t  no cost t o  comnunities w i t h  HUD-approved homesteading programs. 
Local governments, i n  turn, offer the properties a t  nominal or no cost t o  
homesteaders who agree t o  repair them w i t h i n  18 months and live i n  them for a 
minimum of three years. Section 810 appropriations are used t o  reimburse the 
respective Federal agencies for the value of the units transferred t o  local 
homesteading programs. 

T h i s  section reports on Urban Homesteading program ac t iv i t y  during FY 1982. 
The section i s  divided i n t o  two major parts. The first  p a r t  outlines program 
initiatives and changes t h a t  occurred i n  FY 1982. The second part describes 
the current status o f  the program i n  terms of f u n d i n g ,  properties, and 
participating comnunities. 

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS 

CURRENT PROGRAM STANDING 

The Department considers the Urban Homesteading program t o  be an effective way 
t o  use existing stock i n  order t o  expand homeownership and t o  contribute t o  
the preservation and revitalization of neighborhoods. Congress appropriated 
$12 million for the program i n  FY 1983, and the Department i s  proposing 
reauthorization and another $12 million appropriat ion for  FY 1984. HUD i s  
a1 so proposing expansion of the program t o  include mu1 ti family property. 

INCREASED AVAILABILITY OF FEDERAL PROPERTIES FOR HOMESTEADING 

Section 106 of the Housing and Comnunity Development Amendments of 1979 
provided for reimbursement by HUD t o  the VA and FmHA for  VA- and FmHA-owned 
properties conveyed t o  local urban homesteading agencies under the Urban 
Homesteading program. Since the number of properties i n  the HUD-owned 
inventory had been significantly reduced, the intent of this l e  islative 

homesteading comnunities. 
change was t o  increase the supply of Federal properties avai 9 able t o  

The i n i t i a l  interim rule implementing the 1979 amendments did  not  incorporate 
a provision permitting HUD t o  increase the otherwise applicable limit ($15,000 
per ini t ia l  dwelling u n i t  and $5,000 for each addi t ional  u n i t )  relatin t o  the 

many FmHA properties have values greater t h a n  $15,000, the absence of a waiver 
provision made i t  practically impossible for  many localities t o  include such 
properties i n  their homesteading programs. 

reimbursement for VA- and FmHA-owned properties. Since the majority o B VA and 
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I n  September 1982, an i n t e r i m  r u l e  incorporat ing au tho r i t y  t o  increase the 
$15,000 l i m i t  became e f fec t i ve .  However, since t h i s  change occurred too l a t e  
i n  FY 1982 t o  a f fec t  the t r ans fe r  of VA and FmHA proper t ies  i n  FY 1982, on1 
32 VA proper t ies  were t ransfer red t o  homesteading programs dur ing the f i s c a  
year. 

Y 
MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS 

During FY 1982, HUD's Off ice of Inspector General ( O I G )  and O f f i ce  o f  Finance 
and Accounting (OFA) undertook a j o i n t  assessment o f  the ef fect iveness of 
i n t e rna l  con t ro ls  on the  Urban Homesteading program. This e f f o r t  was one 
Departmental response t o  the President's i n i t i a t i v e  t o  reduce and/or e l iminate  
fraud, waste, and mismanagement i n  Federal programs. The OIG/OFA review 
i d e n t i f i e d  a ser ies o f  improvements t h a t  could be made i n  the i n te rna l  
con t ro ls  used i n  the Urban Homesteading program. The p ro j ec t  team. recomnended 
t h a t  the Department: (1 )  es tab l i sh  con t ro ls  over the a l loca t ion ,  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
o f  fund a v a i l a b i l i t y ,  ob l igat ion,  and expenditure o f  homesteadl;g 
appropriat ions; (2)  improve the accuracy o f  property t ransfer  charges; 
record receivables and c o l l e c t  prepaid taxes due HUD from c i t i e s  which receive 
propert ies;  and (4 )  develop e f f e c t i v e  procedures f o r  reconc i l  i n g  OFA records 
with records kept  by HUD f i e l d  o f f i ces .  

The CPD Program O f f i c e  and OFA have completed funding reconc i l i a t i on  and have 
developed an automated Regional i zed  i n te rna l  cont ro l  system. 

DEREGULATION INITIATIVES 

Pursuant t o  Executive Order 12291, the Department i s  cu r ren t l y  reviewing the 
Section 810 regu la t ions t o  meet i t s  deregulat ion goal s. Other pol  i c y  changes 
i n  t h i s  deregulat ion e f f o r t  inc lude steamlined app l i ca t ion  procedures and 
improved moni tor ing and cor rec t i ve  and remedial ac t ion  options. 

EVALUATION FIND I NGS 

The f i n a l  r epo r t  o f  the  comprehensive evaluation conducted by HUD o f  the 23- 
c i t y  Urban Homesteading Demonstration program was pub1 ished dur ing FY 1982. 
The sumnary report ,  cover ing the 1975-1979 period, presents a general ly  
p o s i t i v e  assessment o f  the ef fect iveness o f  urban homesteading as a means of 
encouraging homeownership, p r o v i d i p  housing assistance t o  fami l ies ,  and 
s t a b i l i z i n g  dec l in ing  neighborhoods. 

INCREASE OF SECTION 312 LOANS I N  SUPPORT OF URBAN HOMESTEADING 

The Department concentrated a l l  Section 312 s ing le  fami l y  loan funding i n  FY 
1982 i n  HUD-approved urban homesteading areas. S ix ty- e ight  ( o r  75 percent) o f  
the comnunities w i t h  ac t i ve  homesteading programs used Section 312 loans i n  
support o f  hornesteadi ng i n  comparison w i t h  53 communities the year before. 
Altogether, 502 Sect ion 312 loans t o t a l i n g  $9.259 m i l l i o n  were provided t o  
owner-occupants and i nvester owners i n  urban homesteading areas du r i  ng FY 
1982; i n  contrast ,  281 loans amounting t o  $5.216 m i l l i o n  were provided t o  such 
owner-occupants dur ing FY 1981. Section 31 2 loans t o  homesteaders cons t i tu ted  
55 percent o f  the  s i ng le  fami l y  loans and 61 percent o f  the s ing le  fami ly  loan 
amounts f o r  FY 1982; the remainder went t o  other owner-occupants and investor  
owners f o r  housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  i n  the urban homesteading areas. 
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NEW URBAN HOMESTEADING LOCALITIES 

Eleven comnunities, n ine ent i t lement  c i t i e s ,  one urban county, and one non- 
urban county entered the Urban Homesteading program dur ing FY 1982. A l l  nine 
en t i t l ement  c i t i e s  met the UDAG d is t ress  threshold, and s i x  o f  them were 
h i gh l y  distressed; the urban county d i d  not  meet the minimum UDAG d is t ress  
threshold. 

Given the recency of t h e i r  en t ry  i n t o  the program, i t  i s  not  su rp r i s ing  t h a t  
most o f  the new entrants had few proper t ies  i n  t h e i r  1982 programs. One c i t y  
had 11 proper t ies  i n  i t s  program and two others had ten; on the other hand, 
three comnunities had no homesteading propert ies thus fa r ,  and two more had 
on ly  one. Four 1 o c a l i t i e s  used HUD-acquired propert ies,  three used VA 
propert ies,  and f i v e  used l o c a l  propert ies.  

CURRENT PROGRAM STATUS 

PROGRAM FUNDING AND EXPENDITURES 

Section 810 funds are used t o  reimburse HUD, the VA, and the FmHA f o r  the 
value o f  Federal proper t ies  t ransferred pursuant t o  Section 810. The CDBG 
program, the  Section 312 Rehab i l i t a t ion  Loan Program, and p r i va te  leveraging 
have been the major sources o f  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  f inanc ing f o r  homesteaders. 
Comnuni t i e s  have a1 so supported l oca l  homesteading program admin is t ra t ion and 
proper ty  acqu i s i t i on  w i t h  CDBG monies. 

Sect ion 810 Funding and Expenditures. Since 1975, Congress has appropriated 
55 mi I l i o n  t o  support t h  e acqu i s i t i on  o f  Federal proper t ies  f o r  Urban 

Homesteading programs. No appropr iat ions were approved for  the per iod FY 
1980-82. The balance of unexpended appropriat ions was s u f f i c i e n t  t o  operate 
the program i n  FY 1982 a t  a l e v e l  comparable t o  previous years. Congress 
appropriated an addi t iona l  $12 m i l l i o n  f o r  program operations i n  FY 1983. 

HUD had a l located over $52 m i l l i o n  i n  Section 810 funds t o  approved 
comnunities by the end of FY 1982. The s ize o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  community's 
a l l o c a t i o n  i s  ca lcu la ted on the basis of the expected number o f  ava i lab le  HUD, 
VA, and FmHA proper t ies  su i tab le  f o r  homesteading, the average "as- is" value 
of appropr iate Federal ly-acquired propert ies i n  the j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  and the 
comnuni ty '  s past  homesteading experience. 

As o f  the  end of FY 1982, $46.639 m i l l i o n  o f  Section 810 funds had been spent, 
o r  84.8 percent o f  the Section 810 appropriat ions t o  t h a t  point .  $11.639 
m i l l i o n  of t h a t  t o t a l  had been expended i n  FY 1982. 

Uses o f  CDBG Funding. Most homesteading communities t h a t  received CDBG funds 
have used them t o  support the admin is t ra t ion o f  t h e i r  programs; many have used 
them f o r  homesteading-related r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  f inancing; and some have used 
them f o r  homestead property acquis i t ion.  Some cornuni t ies  have made d i r e c t  
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  grants o r  low i n t e r e s t  loans t o  homesteaders o r  used CDBG funds 
t o  leverage r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  loan funds from p r i va te  sources. I n  most 
comnunities t h a t  purchased 1 ocal proper t ies  f o r  homesteading, CDBG funds were 
the p r i n c i p a l  source f o r  t h a t  acqu is i t ion.  
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Nearly a1 1 comnuni t ies  w i t h  approved homesteading programs received CDBG 
program funds during FY 1982. 

Use of Section 312 Rehabilitation Loans. As discussed above, Section 312 
l o a n s  constituted a major and,  a t  l eas t  for FY 1982, a larqer role i n  
rehabilitation financing-in support of urban homesteading -than i n  FY 1981. 

Private Rehabilitation Financing. Many homesteading communities rely on 
private sector f inanc ing  for all or par t  of the cost of r ehab i l i t a t i ng  
homesteading properties. Some have developed creative financing mechanisms t o  
provide rehabilitation financing. HUD plans t o  stress more such leveraging i n  
the future. 

Use of Sweat Equity. I' Sweat equity," homesteader contributions t o  the 
rehab1 11 t a t i o n  of t h  e i r  homesteads, has added t o  the rehabilitation of 
homestead properties i n  some homesteading comnuni t ies.  Sweat equity is 
general l y  encouraged by homesteading communities b u t  has been 1 imi ted by 1 ocal 
rules t h a t  require homesteaders t o  be certified or licensed prior t o  
undertaking technical work such as wi r i ng ,  plumbing,  and heating and by local 
provisions t h a t  restrict  sweat equity contributions t o  cosmetic property 
improvements. 

HOMESTEADING PROPERTIES 

Federal Inventory. Until 1980, the HUD inventory of single family ro e t i e  
was me sole  s m c e  of properties available for  transfer a t  no cost  t g  Cocaf 
homesteading programs under Section 810. The overall inventory of HUD-owned 
properties has declined significantly since i ts  h i g h  point i n  the mid- 
1970's. The inventory of unsold properties had declined from over 75,000 
properties a t  the end of FY 1974 t o  17,238 proberties as of September 30, 
1982. The  transfer of HUD properties t o  local homesteading programs under 
Section 810 has accounted fo r  a very small (2.5 percent) proportion of all 
HUD-owned properties disposed of since 1975, a1 though  the proportion might  be 
considerably greater for  homesteading communities and areas. 

While the HUD inventory has declined i n  absolute numbers, a substantial number 
of properties are s t i l l  acquired each year and, therefore, are potentially 
available for  homesteading. During FY 1982, HUD acquired 18,179 properties 
compared t o  13,871 in 1981. However, the overall inventory s t i l l  declined 
because sales exceeded acquisitions. 

I n  1979, Congress sought  t o  expand the inventory of Federal properties 
sui tab1 e fo r  homesteading by author iz ing  reimbursement t o  the Veterans 
Administration and Department of Agriculture for VA- and FmHA-held properties 
avai 1 able fo r  homesteading. 

Cumulative and FY 1982 Property Acquisitions. During FY 1982, Section 810 
agencies tor the transfer of 796 properties t o  local 

Tomesteadi ng prodg:;:?' T h i s  compares w i t h  1,105 roperties in FY 1981. Most 

by those from the Veterans Administration (32) inventory. FY 1982 was the 
f i r s t  year t h a t  VA properties were funded through Section 810. 

unds reimburse 

transferred properties continued t o  be from the tP U D  inventory (764) followed 
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I n  add i t i on  t o  
conveyed t o  

Section 810-funded propert ies, 91 
o c a l i t i e s  dur ing FY 1982 f o r  

o ther  Federal proper t ies  were 
use i n  urban homesteading 

programs. I n  most cases, l o c a l i t i e s  purchasecr these proper t ies  themselves 
using CDBG o r  o ther  l oca l  funds. Cornunit ies ind icated t h a t  they obtained 95 
addi t iona l  proper t ies  through various 1 ocal means. During FY 1982, 1 ocal i t i e s  
r e l i e d  on Section 810 funds t o  ob ta in  over 80 percent o f  the proper t ies  
acqui red f o r  homesteadi ng . 
Since 1976, l o c a l i t i e s  w i t h  approved homesteading programs have acquired 7,115 
proper t ies  f o r  homesteading use. Section 810 funded proper t ies  account f o r  
over 88 percent of a l l  p roper t ies  acquired by l o c a l i t i e s  over t h i s  period. 
Approximately three percent o f  a1 1 homestead proper t ies  have been Federal ly- 
acquired through non-Section 810 means. Local sources o f  proper t ies  account 
f o r  the remaining n ine percent o f  a l l  homestead propert ies.  

TABLE 4-10 
NUMBER AND SOURCE OF HOMESTEADING PROPERTIES 

FY 1976 - FY 1982 

t -Y 1976 - 1981 9 
Sect ion 810 7966233 

VA -- ( 32) ( 32) 
HUD FmHA ""1 ["-'"'] 

Other Federal 101 91 192 
Local l y  Acquired 595 95 690 

Total  6,133 982 7115 

* The Off ice o f  Finance and Accounting maintains records on ly  on proper t ies  
ac u i r e d  through Section 810 funding. The Section 810 property f igures 

Non-Section 810 property f i gu res  were provided by the Of f ice  o f  Urban 
Rehab11 i ta t ion .  

r e  9 l e c t  OFA data on c los ing  documents received as of September 30, 1982. 

. U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, O t t i ce  o t  Finance 
and Accounting and O f f i c e  of Urban Rehabi l i ta t ion.  

Value o f  FY 1982 Federal Propert ies Transferred. While the number o f  Section 
810 p roper t ies  t rans fe r red  f o r  homesteading decl ined by 28 percent from FY 
1981 t o  FY 1982, the amount of Section 810 funds ob l igated during FY 1982 
decreased by on ly  17 percent over the FY 1981 leve l .  The r e s u l t i n g  average 
value o f  a property t ransferred i n  FY 1982 was $11,005, compared t o  a 
corresponding value f o r  FY 1981 of $9,580. 
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URBAN HOMESTEADING PARTICIPATION AND PROGRESS 

Number of Urban Homesteading Programs. By the end of FY 1982, HUD had 
approved 101 communities, 91 c i t ies  and 10 counties, as participants i n  the 
Urban Homesteading program. E l  even of those cornuni t ies  entered the program 
during FY 1982. 

TABLE 4-11 
NUMBER OF APPROVED URBAN HOMESTEADING PROGRAMS 

I -Y  19/6 I - Y  1911 I - Y  19/8 I -Y  1919 I - Y  1980 I - Y  1981 I - Y  1982 T O t a  I 
2 3 1 6 0 3 7 1 8 2 1 1 1 0 7  

Of- the 107 approved comnunities, 91 jurisdictions actual ly  operated programs 
during FY 1982. Of the 16 inactive communities, three had beye suspended by 
HUD and 13 had failed t o  sign annual g ran t  agreements w i t h  HUD. 

Characteristics of Urban Homesteading Communities. More than four-fifths of 
the communities w i t h  approved homesteading programs are i n  the Eastern United 
States, w i t h  the principal  concentration being i n  the Northeast quadrant  where 
the bulk  of the HUD-acquired inventory i s  also concentrated. Four states-- 
Ohio, Pennsylvania, Michigan, and New York--contain 43 percent of a l l  Urban 
Homesteadi ng programs. 

Urban homesteading cornunities vary significantly on the basis of size. One 
f i f t h  of the approved localities have populations over 500,000. On the other 
hand, 44 percent have populat ions under 100,000. 

Over three-quarters (76 percent) of the approved communities are CDBG 
Entitlement recipients, including 66 central cit ies,  six ci t ies  over 50,000 
t h a t  are not  central c i t ies  i n  their respective SMSAs, and nine urban 
counties. The remaining cornunities are 25 small c i t ies  and one non-urban 
county . 
The approved cornunities are more likely t o  be physically and economically 
distressed t h a n  the typical community. For example, about  half  of a l l  CDBG 
entitlement c i t ies  f a l l  above the UDAG eligibility threshold, b u t  four- fifths 
o f  the homesteading participants have UDAG distress rankings of three or more, 
making them eligible for UDAG assistance; half  of  the homesteading cornunities 
met the UDAG conditions for h i g h  distress. 

Property Sources for Local Homesteading Programs. Most homesteading programs 
rely on the Federal principally HUD , inventory fo r  homesteading properties. 
Over half  of a l l  approved programs have employed Federal properties 
exclusively. Twenty-eight communities have utilized both HUD- and 1 ocally- 
acquired properties. Seventeen programs have used only local properties, and 
six programs have no t  yet acquired properties for  their approved programs. 
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TABLE 4-12 
SOURCES OF PROPERTIES FOR APPROVED HOMESTEADING PROGRAMS 

I 
Source o f  Propert ies Number o f  Programs Percent o f  Programs 

I 'Federal on ly  56 52% 

and Development, O f f i c e  of Urban Rehabi l i tat ion.  

Program Size and FY 1982 Property Acquis i t ion Ac t i v i t i es .  As o f  September 30, 
1982 s the 107 h omesteading programs f e l l  roughly i n t o  three sizes. About one- 
t h i r d  o f  t he  programs (n=36) were very small, having acquired ten o r  fewer 
proper t ies  from any source. Most, bu t  not  a l l ,  o f  these programs were recent 
entrants (i.e., had entered the program since FY 1978). Another t h i r d  (n=33) 
o f  the programs had between 11 and 50 propert ies. The final t h i r d  (n=38) had 
programs w i t h  over 50 propert ies. Among these programs were ten which have 
handled over 200 propert ies. (See TABLE 4-13). 

I TABLE 4-13 
CUMULATIVE PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS FROM ALL SOURCES 

FOR ALL APPROVED HOMESTEADING PROGRAMS 

%umber o t  Propert ies Number o t  Programs Percent o f  Programs 
0 5 5% 

1 - 5  
6 - 10 

11 - 25 
26 - 50 
51 - 100 

101 - 200 
201 - 300 

301+ 
Total  

18 
13 
16 
17 
11 
17 
3 
7 
107 

17 
12 
15 
16 
10 
16 
3 
6 

100% 

t: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Comnunity Planning 
and Development, O f f i c e  o f  Urban Rehabi l i tat ion.  

The average s i ze  o f  urban homesteading programs was 68.7 proper t ies  and the 
median was 28 propert ies. 

As t he  cumulative a c t i v i t y  suggests, programs vary widely i n  the l eve l  o f  
property acqu i s i t i on  each year. I n  FY 1982, f o r  example, one- third of a l l  
homesteading programs d i d  no t  acquire any propert ies for  homesteading 
purposes. Another t h i r d  acquired between one and ten propert ies. The 
remaining t h i r d  acquired over 11 propert ies. Most o f  these programs acquired 
between 11 and 30 propert ies. 
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TABLE 4-14 
HOMESTEADING PROPERTY ACQUISITION FROM ALL SOURCES 

FOR ALL HOMESTEADING PROGRAMS DURING FY 1982 

Number o f  Propert ies Number o f  Programs Percent o f  Programs 
0 34 32% I 

1 - 5  
6 - 10 

11 - 20 
I 21 - 30 

31 - 40 
4 1  - 50 

5 1+ 

I 

Total 

24 
14 
16 

6 
6 
3 
4 
107 

22 
13 
14 
6 
6 
3 
4 

roD% 
CE: U.S. Department o f  Housng and Urban Development, Community Planning 

and Development, O f f i c e  o f  Urban Rehabi l i ta t ion.  

Local Homesteading Progress. Once a property i s  acquired by a l oca l  
homesteading program, i t  i s  conveyed t o  a homesteader through a process t h a t  
includes s i x  milestones: ( 1 )  homesteader selection; ( 2 )  condi t iona l  conveyance 
t o  the homesteader; ( 3 )  i n i t i a t i o n  o f  r ehab i l i t a t i on ;  ( 4 )  homesteader 
occupancy; ( 5 )  completion o f  r ehab i l i t a t i on ;  and ( 6 )  fee simple conveyance. 
Table 4-15 shows the s ta tus  o f  the proper t ies  t h a t  have been moved through the 
process through FY 1982. 

The dif ferences i n  the  number o f  propert ies a t  various stages i n  the process 
r e f l e c t  several features o f  the Urban Homesteading program. F i r s t ,  the 
homesteading process i s  ongoing. Propert ies are con t inua l l y  acquired even as 
others are being rehab i l i t a ted .  Second, the process i s  long r e l a t i v e  t o  the 
age of the program. Fee simple conveyance of the property t o  the homesteader 
occurs a t  l e a s t  three years a f t e r  occupancy begins. The t ime between l oca l  
acceptance of a HUD-held property and homesteader occupancy adds more t ime t o  
the process. 

As of September 30, 1982, 7,242 households had been selected f o r  
homesteading. A1 though t h i s  f i g u r e  ind icates t h a t  homesteaders have been 
selected for  98 percent of a l l  p roper t ies  acquired f o r  homesteading, t h i s  h igh 
propor t ion may be somewhat misleading because some communities r epo r t  both 
t h e i r  primary and a1 ternate  homesteader select ions. Nevertheless, by the end 
o f  FY 1982, approximately 84 percent o f  a l l  homesteading proper t ies  had been 
cond i t i ona l l y  conveyed t o  homesteaders, and 76 percent were occupied by 
homesteaders. Rehab i l i t a t i on  had been i n i t i a t e d  on 81 percent of a l l  
p roper t ies  acquired and completed on 65 percent o f  the propert ies.  Fee simple 
conveyance, which marks the completion o f  the minimum three-year condi t ional  
conveyance and occupancy period, had occurred i n  29 percent o f  a l l  
homes teadi  ng proper t ies  . 
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PART THREE: SECTION 312 REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION 

The Hoi s ing and Comnunity Development Amendments of 1978 requ i re  HUD t o  repor, 
t o  Congress on the Section 312 program i n  conjunction w i t h  the Annual Report 
on t he  CDBG program requi red by Section 113(a) of the Housing and Comnunity 
Development Act  of 1974. 

Sect ion 312 of the Housing Act  of 1964, as amended, authorizes the Secretary 
t o  make loans for  the r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  s ing le  fami l y  and mu l t i f am i l y  
r es i den t i a l  proper t ies  and non- residential propert ies.  Loans may only be made 
i f  the r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  i s  a p a r t  of, o r  i s  necessary o r  appropriate to, the 
execution o f  an approved Comnunity Development program under T i t l e  I o f  the 
Housing and Community Development Act  o f  1974, as amended, o r  an approved 
Urban Homesteading program under Section 810 of the same Act. Loans may also 
be approved w i t h i n  c e r t a i n  categor ica l  program areas, e.g., urban renewal and 
neighborhood development pro jec ts .  

I n  making Section 312 loans, p r i o r i t y  must be given t o  app l ica t ions submitted 
by low- and moderate-income persons who own property and w i l l  occupy i t  upon 
completion o f  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and by owners o f  mu1 t i f a m i l y  proper t ies  who 
leverage p r i va te  funds t o  accomplish rehab i l i t a t i on .  

Th is  p a r t  of the chapter repor ts  on Section 312 program a c t i v i t y  dur ing FY 
1982 and i s  d iv ided i n t o  two major sections. The f i r s t  sect ion ou t l i nes  major 
program i n i t i a t i v e s  and changes t h a t  occurred i n  FY 1982. The second sect ion 
describes the cur rent  s ta tus of the program i n  terms o f  Section 312 funding, 
l oan  a c t i v i t y ,  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  communities, propert ies, and borrowers. 

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS 

CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS 

The Housing and Comnunity Development Amendments of 1981 extended the Section 
312 program through September 30, 1983. The Department's FY 1984 Budget 
proposed t o  terminate the program i n  1984 and t o  t r ans fe r  the assets and 
1 i a b i  1 i t i e s  o f  the program t o  the Departmental Revol v i  ng Fund ( L i  qui da t i  ng 
Programs). 

Congress has no t  appropriated any funds f o r  the Section 312 program since FY 
1981. The FY 1982 program was operated e n t i r e l y  on loan repayments and other  
income recoveries. Consequently, ava i lab le  Section 312 funding decreased from 
a h i gh  o f  $288.3 m i l l i o n  i n  FY 1979 t o  $83.4 m i l l i o n  fo r  FY 1982. Loan 
reservat ions i n  FY 1982 were $49.4 m i l l i o n ;  the comparable amount f o r  FY 1979 
was $233.9 m i l l i o n .  

CHANGES IN THE ALLOCATION SYSTEM 

Fund Categories. The Department assigned Section 312 funds fo r  FY 1982 t o  HUD 
f t e l d  o f t i c e s  i n  two categories: 

1. Urban Homesteading Program--Section 312 funds were assigned f o r  
r e h a b i l i t a t i n g  s i ng le  fami l y  proper t ies  having one t o  fou r  dwel l ing u n i t s  
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i n  support of local Section 810 Urban Homesteading programs. T h i s  includes 
properties i n  approved urban homesteading areas as well as actual Section 
810 homesteading properties. This specific a l locat ion t o  urban 
homesteading rep1 aced a broader si ngl e family general use category empl oyed 
the year before. 

2. Mu1 t i  family Program--Section 312 funds were a l s o  assigned for repairing 
residential properties h a v i n g  five or more dwelling units and for mixed-use 
properties h a v i n g  five or more dwell ing units. 

I n  FY 1981, 281 Section 312 loans t o t a l i n g  $5.2 mil l ion were used t o  
rehabi 1 i tate si ngl e fami ly  properties i n support  of 1 ocal Urban Homesteading 
programs. As a result of the concentration of single family loans i n  
homesteading areas, 502 loans t o t a l i n g  $9.4 million were distributed i n  
homesteading areas i n  FY 1982. 

During FY 1981, no more t h a n  one-third of the Section 312 funds could be used 
for the rehabilitation of multifamily properties. However, this restriction 
was removed for  FY 1982, and rehabilitation of multifamily properties w i t h  
Section 312 f u n d i n g  became a Departmental priority. The resulting change was 
dramatic. In 1981, four  percent of the Section 312 loans made and 26 percent 
of the funds obligated were for multifamily loans. These increased t o  34 
percent and 81 percent, respectively, i n  1982. In 1981, 29 percent of a l l  
units rehabilitated were i n  multifamily projects. In 1982, this proportion 
increased t o  85 percent. 

A1 location Mechanisms. The Department allocated single-family loan funds i n  
support o f  Urban Homesteading t o  1 ocal i t ies w i t h  approved urban homesteadi ng 
programs based upon need and past use of Section 312 funds t o  assist the 
homesteading program. These funds were assigned t o  Regional Offices which, i n  
turn, subassigned the funds t o  Area Offices w i t h  active homesteading 
programs. 

In contrast, the Department distributed Section 312 mu1 tifamily monies t o  
Regional Offices w i t h  suballocations t o  Area Offices based on two factors 
indicating need and pr ior i ty  placed on rehabilitation by grantees w i t h i n  their 
jurisdictions. Area Offices then could choose any of three methods for 
allocating f u n d i n g  among recipient comnunities: (1) approval of mu1 tifamily 
loans based on the merits of ind iv idua l  projects rather t h a n  allocation of 
f u n d s  t o  specific comnunities; ( 2 )  allocation t o  a few localities based on 
projects identified as i n  the pipeline; and (3)  allocation t o  localities t h a t  
the Area Office believed should participate based on their multifamily 
experience, regardless of whether ind iv idua l  projects were i n  the pipe1 ine. 
Priority was given t o  localities t ak ing  pa r t  i n  the Rental Rehabilitation 
Demonstration and t o  projects which 1 everaged private f inancing for 
rehabilitation or which were submitted by efficient local rehabilitation 
operations and by communities w i t h  low rates of Section 312 loan delinquency. 

~ 

INTRODUCTION OF VARIABLE INTEREST RATES 

U n t i l  FY 1982, a l l  Section 312 loans were made a t  an interest rate of three 
percent. BegSnning i n  FY 1982, while a l l  Section 312 loans were s t i l l  made a t  
below market interest rates, the only loans made a t  the three percent rate 
were those single family loans made t o  owner-occupants whose family incomes 
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f e l l  a t  o r  below 80 percent of the  area median income. A l l  o ther  s ing le  
f a m i l y  owner-occupant borrowers were given 11 percent i n t e r e s t  r a t e  loans. 

Loans t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  mu1 t i f a m i l y  and investor-owned s ing le  f a m i l y  ren ta l  
proper t ies  a lso  bore an 11 percent i n t e r e s t  rate, except where non-publicly 
subsidized funding equalled o r  exceeded Section 312 funding, i n  which case, 
the r a t e  was f i v e  percent. 

Analysis o f  a subset of FY 1982 Section 312 loans f o r  which informat ion i s  
ava i lab le  ind icates t h a t  three percent loans const i tu ted the predominant form 
of s ing le  f a m i l y  i n t e r e s t  r a t e  financing. Information based on 55 percent o f  
the t o t a l  FY 1982 loans and 53 percent of fund reservations shows t h a t  73 
percent of the  FY 1982 loans were given ou t  a t  the three percent rate,  26 
percent were loaned a t  11 percent, and the remaining one percent was comprised 
of investor-owned s ing le  fami ly  loans a t  the f i v e  percent rate.  

Seventy-eight percent of a l l  Section 312 mul t i fami ly  loans i n  FY 1982 were 
made a t  the {{ percent i n t e r e s t  rate,  and 22 percent were made a t  the f i v e  
percent rate.  The 11 and f i v e  percent loans const i tu ted 68 and 32 percent, 
respect ively,  o f  mu1 t i f a m i l y  loan amounts. 

DEBT COLLECTION 

Admin is t ra t ive Ste s. Debt c o l l e c t i o n  remained an area of h igh Departmental 
-982. Section 312 loans are serviced through a number o f  

E i  hty-seven percent of the loans are cont racts  and subcontracts. 
administered through the Federal N a t  onal Mortgage Association (FNMA) and i t s  
50 p r i v a t e  servicers. HUD Headquarters manages the remaining loans, inc lud ing 
defaul ted  1 oans and new 1 oans, through several p r i va te  contracts. 

I n  order t o  maximize the l eve l  and ef f ic iency of Section 312 debt co l lec t ion ,  
the Department took two spec i f i c  act ions i n  FY 1982: (1) HUD undertook the 
f i n a l  stage of the  conversion of the Section 312 co l l ec t i on  system from a 
manual t o  an automated system; and ( 2 )  HUD consolidated various loan serv ic ing 
functions such as d i r e c t  assignment of s ingle- fami ly foreclosure actions. 

Delinquency Rate. As o f  J u l y  31, 1982, HUD had a t o t a l  o f  64,676 ac t i ve  
Section 312 1 oans w i t h  unpaid balances t o t a l i n g  $715.5 mi l l i on .  Continuing 
aggressive serv ic ing  e f f o r t s  and new po l i c i es  and procedures enabled the 
Department t o  maintain the  proport ion o f  del inquent loans a t  12 percent o f  the 
t o t a l  and the propor t ion o f  ser ious ly  delinquent loans (i.e., 31 days o r  more 
del inquent)  a t  7.2 percent, t h i s ,  despite the recession, a l a rge  increase i n  
bankruptcies, the lengthy per iod required t o  complete some foreclosure 
actions, and an unanticipated t ime l a g  i n  the procurement and enforcement o f  
judgments i n  connection w i t h  unsecured 1 oans (See Tab1 e 4-16). 
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TABLE 4-16 
MBIBER AND LMPAID BALANCES OF SECTIm 312 L W S ,  

BY PAYMEHT STATUS AND F I W M  VEAU 
( b i i a t r  i n  Thousands) 

(As of December 31. 1981) (As of  July 31. lml 
I h a i d  Unpaid 

Balances 
I O f  loans X t h u n t  I I Of Loans X t h u n t  X 

ai awes 
f t 8 t U S  

t u r r en  t 57,878 5 S602.117 64.7 56,982 0 S615.100 86.0 

7 .o 77,700 10.9 
kl inquent : 

::E 5.0 22,700 3.1 
3 Months or Less 5,325 8.1 
Wore than 3 Months 2.210 3.4 

Subtotal 7,535 11.5 ,694 12.W 100,400 14.6 

?&81 65,413 100.0 S711.201 100.0 64,676 100.0 S715,W 100.0 

Mny of  the loans t ha t  were less than three months delinquent e r e  r c t ua l l y  less than one month i n  
arrears. Sueh loans may be considered l r t c  payments rather than actual dellnquencies. H e n  these less 
than one aonth delinquencles are excluded fm the malys l r ,  the e f fec t l ve  dellnquency r a t e  as o f  July 
31, 1982 was 7.2 percent. 

m C E :  Federal Natlonal Mortgage Associatlon and U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, 
b w r n i t y  Pl8nning md Development, Office of Urban Rch8bllltatOm. 

Collect ions. Col lec t ions f o r  the 10-month per iod ending Ju l y  31, 1982 f o r  
b o t h  Federal National Mortgage Association and HUD-he1 d Section 312 loans 
t o ta l ed  $60.2 m i l l i o n  as compared t o  $41.7 m i l l i o n  f o r  the comparable 10-month 
per iod i n  1981, an increase o f  44 percent. 

Legal Actions. Under new foreclosure procedures, 505 loan cases were assigned 
lo forec los ing agents dur ing the  l a s t  s i x  months o f  FY 1982 i n  comparison w i t h  
l ess  than 100 dur ing a l l  o f  FY 1981. The Department was unable t o  process the 
backlog o f  712 judgments i n  FY 1982. The Department i s  working on procedures 
t o  assign judgments expedi t iously.  

CURRENT PROGRAM STATUS 

PROGRAM FUNDING 

Source o f  Funding. Since no funding has been appropriated f o r  the Section 312 
program since t . Y  1981, the FY 1982 program was supported e n t i r e l y  from loan 
repayments, accounting f o r  $75.627 m i l l i on ,  and recoveries o f  p r i o r  years' 
ob l igat ions and other  income, accounting f o r  $7.785 m i l l i on .  A t o t a l  o f  
$83.412 m i l l i on ,  as a resu l t ,  was ava i lab le  f o r  FY 1982 Section 312 loans and 
re1 ated expenses. 

Fund Reservation and Operating Costs. Actual FY 1982 Budget reservations f o r  
m e  sect ion 312 program were I ess than o r i g i n a l l y  estimated. The Department 
reserved $49.446 m i l l i o n  f o r  loans, about 73 percent o f  the  amount o r i g i n a l l y  
estimated. A balance o f  $24.5 m i l l i o n  was l e f t  unreserved a t  the end o f  the 
f i s c a l  year. 
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The divergence between estimated and actual reservations stems p r inc ipa l l y  
from the Administration's proposal t o  terminate the program i n  1984 and the 
s h i f t  i n  program focus t o  the rehab i l i t a t i on  o f  mult i fami ly properties, since 
the applications for  such loans take much longer t o  be developed. 

While loan a c t i v i t y  has declined, loan servic ing and operating costs have 
increased. Such costs increased 49 percent from FY 1981 t o  FY 1982 t o  $7.648 
mi l l ion .  The Department's in tens i f ied  ef forts t o  improve loan servic ing and 
recordkeeping explain much of the increase. 

Loan Obligations. Section 312 loans to ta led $49.446 m i l l i o n  during FY 1982 or  
84.1 percent o t  the funds ($58.763 mi l l i on )  o r i g i n a l l y  avai lable f o r  loans. 
Eighty-one percent ($40.063 m i l l i o n )  of the loans obligated was used f o r  
mu1 t i f a m i l y  rehab i l i ta t ion ,  and the remaining 19 percent ($9.383 m i l l i o n )  was 
used t o  support the Urban Homesteading program. This d i s t r i bu t i on  contrasts 
sharply w i th  the 26 percent obligated f o r  mul t i fami ly  and the s i x  percent 
obl igated for  urban homesteading i n  the preceding f i s c a l  year. 

Regional Dis t r ibut ion.  Funding o f  the Section 312 program varies 
s lgn i t r can t i y  from HlllT Region t o  HUD Region. (See Table 4-17). The most 
funds were used i n  the Eastern h a l f  o f  the country, w i th  the New York (27.1 
percent), Chicago (15.5 percent), Philadelphia (11.7 percent), and Atlanta 
(10.6 percent) Regions using the la rges t  proportions. D is t r ibu t ion  of the 
mult f fami l  o b l i  at ions generally followed the d is t r ibu t iona l  a t tern o f  
Section 3 r 9  2 fund ng as a whole. The d i s t r i bu t i on  o f  s ing le dmily loan 
funding diverged' from the overal l  patterns, especial ly i n  the instance o f  the 
Chicago Region. The Chicago Region received nearly two- f i f ths  o f  the s ing le 
family funds, p r i nc ipa l l y  because of the concentration o f  urban homesteading 
comnunities w i th in  tha t  ju r isd ic t ion .  

TABLE 4-17 
S W R V  OF SECTION 312 FUND USE 

OURIWG FY 1982 BY PROGRAM CATEGORY AWD HUD REGION 

HUD Region 

VII Kansas City) 
VIII I Denver) 

Total 

Support o f  Single-Family 5 

5 x =-P 
2,3;::El 2::: 1::: 

Urban Homesteadlns Unlts 

433,450 4.6 5,3 
1,505,400 16.0 3,7 

--- 0.0 8 
8.6 3,8 
0.0 3 

3,597,200 3 . 3  4,o 

8 0 0 , ~  --- 
218,850 2.3 4,7 

$9,382,850 100.0% s40,o 
118.200 1.3 3.2 

1pport for 
farnil Units Total --y--T-f-----3- 
$:E 2;:: 1;:::;:E 2;:: 
i2,400 13.4 5,785,850 11.7 
11,250 9.3 5,236,650 10.6 
18,050 10.2 7,665,250 15.5 
11,620 2.1 831,620 1.7 
'0,050 9.7 4,670.050 9.4 
'8,Ooo 0.9 378,000 0.8 
9,850 11.8 4,938,700 10.0 
'4.350 8.0 3.342,550 6.7 
13,470 1OO.oX 149,446,320 100.0% 

1 
0; k~ Rehrbllftatlon. 



SECTION 312 LOAN CHARACTERISTICS 

Number of Loans. The Department made 757 Section 312 loans during FY 1982 o f  
which 502 were s ing le  family loans i n  support o f  urban homesteading, and 255 
were mul t i fami ly  loans. These loans w i l l  eventual ly cont r ibute  t o  the 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  4,383 dwel l ing un i t s  (609 s ing le  fami ly  and 3,774 
mul t i fami l y  un i t s ) .  

Average Loan Amount. Average Section 312 loan amounts per property were 
$18,691 t o r  a l l  s ing le  family loans and $157,112 f o r  a l l  mu l t i fami l y  loans. 
Average Section 312 loan amounts per dwel l ing u n i t  were $15,407 f o r  a l l  s ing le  
fami ly  loans and $10,546 f o r  a l l  mu l t i fami l y  loans. 

These f igures marked a decl ine i n  the average loan amount per dwel l ing u n i t  
from the previous year, when homesteading loans averaged $16,455 and 
mu1 t i f a m i l y  loans averaged $12,500. The in t roduct ion o f  the var iab le  i n t e r e s t  
rates, which encourage borrowers t o  supplement Section 312 loans w i t h  other 
sources o f  f inancing, probably contr ibuted t o  these reductions. 

The average Section 312 mulr;;!family loan amount per loan a t  the 11 percent 
i n t e r e s t  ra tes  was $136,025. The average loan amount per dwel l ing u n i t  was 
$9,875, and t h i s  amount const i tu ted about 81 percent o f  the t o t a l  
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  cost  per dwel l ing un i t .  I n  comparison, the  average Section 312 
loan amount per mu l t i f am i l y  loan a t  the f i v e  percent i n t e r e s t  r a t e  was 
$232,050. The average loan amount per dwel l ing u n i t  was $12,282, and t h i s  
loan made up about 44 percent of the average t o t a l  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  cos t  per 
dwel l ing u n i t  f o r  f i v e  percent loans. 

Secur i ty Posit ion. 
f o r  almost three-quarters o f  them, HUD was i n  a f i r s t  l i e n  posi t ion.  

A1 1 FY 1982 Section 312 sing1 e-fami l y  1 oans were secured; 

Loan Terms. Most FY 1982 Section 312 s ing le  fami ly  loans (84 percent) had 20- 
year terms. Another 13 percent possessed terms o f  15 years o f  less. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPATING COMMUNITIES 

The combination o f  t he  reduct ion i n  ava i lab le  funds and o f  the decisions t o  
s t ress mu1 ti fami ly  1 oans and t o  concentrate s i  ngl e fami ly  1 oans i n urban 
homesteading areas produced a r a d i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  a1 1 ocat ion o f  Section 312 
loans among l o c a l i t i e s  than i n  previous years. Only 159 cornuni t ies  took p a r t  
i n  the  Section 312 program dur ing FY 1982 i n  comparison w i t h  549 the year 
before. Sixty-seven (or 42 percent) o f  the p a r t i c i p a t i n g  l o c a l i t i e s  were 
a l loca ted  loan funds i n  conjunct ion w i th  t h e i r  urban homesteading programs. 
One hundred and e i  h t  ( o r  68 percent) o f  the p a r t i c i p a t i n g  communities were 
a l loca ted  mul t i fami  9 y loans. 

Most o f  t he  Section 312 funds obl igated during FY 1982 were d i s t r i bu ted  t o  
metropol i tan c i t i e s ,  l o c a l i t i e s  w i t h  populations o f  100,000 o r  more, and 
distressed comnunities (def ined i n  terms of the UDAG index of cornuni ty 
d is t ress) .  I n  fac t ,  the data ind ica te  increased concentrat ion o f  loan funding 
i n  metropol i tan c i t i e s ,  l a r g e r  c i t i e s ,  and more distressed j u r i sd i c t i ons .  
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Comnunity CDBG Status. I n  FY 1982, 81.2 percent o f  Section 312 funding went 
t o  ent i t lement c i t i e s ,  4.2 percent t o  urban counties, and 14.6 percent t o  
small c i t i e s .  I n  contrast, i n  the previous year, 71.2, 10.5, and 18.3 percent 
had been d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  ent i t lement c i t i e s ,  urban counties, and small c i t i e s  
respect i vel y . 
Comnunit Size. I n  FY 1982, 28.5 percent of Section 312 monies were a l located + o comnun i e s  of greater than 500,000 population, 36.9 percent t o  l o c a l i t i e s  
w i t h  100,000 t o  499,999 people, 14.0 percent t o  those between 50,000 and 
99,999, and 20.6 percent t o  those under 50,000. I n  contrast, the l a rges t  
comnunities i n  FY 1981 received 23.6 percent of Section 312 funding, and the 
smal lest  ones received 23.8 percent. 

Cornunity Distress. I n  FY 1982, 85.6 percent of Section 312 loan funding went 
t o  comnunities which met the d is t ress  c r i t e r i a  f o r  UDAG e l i g i b i l i t y ,  and 52.9 
percent went t o  very distressed communities. This compares w i th  74.6 percent 
t o  distressed comnunities and 34.2 percent t o  the most d istressed comnunities 
f o r  FY 1981. 

Funds Per Loca l i t y .  On average, ind iv idua l  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  w i th  s ing le  f a m i l y  
programs ob l i ga ted  $137,980 i n  Section 312 monies during FY 1982 fo r  s ing le  
fami ly  r ehab i l i t a t i on .  I n  contrast, communities i n  FY 1982 averaged Section 
312 o b l i  a t ions o f  $370,960 f o r  mu l t i fami l y  programs. The overa l l  average for  

var ied widely, ranging from a s ing le  loan o f  less than $7,000 f o r  one l o c a l i t y  
t o  47 loans t o t a l i n g  almost $2.8 m i l l i o n  i n  another c i t y .  

Loans Per Loca l i t y .  The Department made Section 312 s ing le  f a m i l y  loans i n  68 
comnunities i n  k Y  1982 for  an average of 7.4 loans and 9 dwel l ing u n i t s  per 
l o c a l i t y .  Propert ies i n  108 comnunities received Section 312 mul t i fami l y  
assistance, accounting for  an average of 2.4 loans and 35 dwel l ing u n i t s  per 
1 oca 1 i ty . 

a l l  l oca  9 St ies was $310,980. O f  course, the amount obl igated by l o c a l i t i e s  

CHARACTERISTICS OF SECTION 312-ASSISTED PROPERTIES 

Sect ion 312 proper t ies  assisted i n  FY 1982 were general ly small, o lder  
propert ies.  Most o f  the s ing le  fami ly  loans went t o  one-unit propert ies. 
Approximately 85 percent o f  the s ing le  f a m i l y  loans were received by owner- 
occupants o f  s i n  l e  u n i t  propert ies. Another 12 percent went t o  two-unit 

dwell  i ng uni ts .  
propert ies.  M u l t i  3 amily proper t ies  aided i n  FY 1982 contained an average o f  15 

More than 78 percent o f  the  propert ies rece iv ing Section 312 s ing le  fami ly  
funds i n  FY 1982 had been b u i l t  p r i o r  t o  1952. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF BORROWERS 

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  E lder l y  and Minor i t y  Households. The concentrat ion of 
Sectson 312 s l ng le  tami ly  loans l n  urban homesteading areas produced a marked 
s h i f t  i n  the  propor t ion o f  e l d e r l y  and minor i t y  people rece iv ing s ing le  fami ly  
loans. About seven percent o f  the FY 1982 loans t o  owner-occupants went t o  
app l i c  n t s  over t he  age o f  62, compared t o  16 percent o f  comparable FY 1981 
loans.3 Seventy-two percent o f  the FY 1982 s ing le  f a m i l y  loans went t o  
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minority households; i n  contrast ,  40 percent of the FY 1981 loans had gone to  
such households. These changes conform closely to  the SOC -economic 

Participation by Low- and Moderate-Income Persons. Section 312 single family 
1 oan requi rements p l  ace several f i nanci a1 condi t7 ons on prospecti ve 
applicants. First, the applicant must have the capacity to  repay the loan. 
Second, the applicant must be unable t o  secure necessary financing from other 
sources on comparable terms and conditions. T h i r d ,  p r ior i ty  is to be given to  
applicants whose incomes are  a t  or below 95 percent of the median income of 
the area, when adjusted for  family size.  

character is t ics  of urban homesteaders as  reported i n  other studies. I! 

One measure of low- and moderate-income benefit  i n  the Section 312 program is 
the number of single family loans lent a t  three percent in te res t ,  because, as  
noted e a r l i e r  i n  this section, Section 312 single family loans may now be 
provided a t  the three percent ra te  only when an owner-occupant has household 
income a t  or below 80 percent of the area median income. Seventy-three 
percent of the FY 1982 single family loans were given a t  the three percent 
ra te  . 
T h i s  figure i s  roughly parallel  w i t h  available Section 312 household FY 1982 
income information. Whereas about 45 percent of the owner-occupants t h a t  
received Section 312 single family loans i n  FY 1982 had annual household 
incomes under $15,000 and 35 percent had incomes between $15,000 and $22,500, 
about 20 percent had incomes over $22,500 and six percent claimed incomes over 
$30,000. 
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FOOTNOTES 

U.S. General Accounting Office, "Block Grants f o r  Housing: A Study o f  
Recent Experiences and Att i tudes."  Washington, D.C., RCED-83-21, December 
13, 1982, pp. 13,15. 

45 Fed. Reg. 82361 (1980). 

I n i t i a l l y ,  Section 312 Rehab i l i t a t ion  Loan funds were also t o  be used i n  
the Demonstration. The December 1980 announcement s ta ted t h a t  p r i o r i t y  i n  
the a l l oca t i on  of Section 312 funds would be given t o  Demonstration 
par t ic ipants .  The announcement s ta ted t ha t  cornuni t ies  could receive one 
d o l l a r  i n  Section 312 funds fo r  each d o l l a r  i n  CDBG funds budgeted t o  the 
Demonstration, a1 though they would not  necessari ly receive more Section 312 
funds than i f  they d i d  no t  par t i c ipa te .  However, the  Administrat ion 's 
proposal i n  e a r l y  1981 t o  terminate the Section 312 program forced a 
suspension on Section 312 a c t i v i t y  between March and J u l y  1981, and 
comnunities were n o t i f i e d  t h a t  no Section 312 funds would be ava i lab le  for  
the  Demonstration. 

I n  J u l y  1982, the Housing and Comnunity Development Amendments o f  1981 
extended the Section 312 loan program using the proceeds from repayments of 
previous loans. A1 though pa r t i c i pa t i ng  comnunities were s t i l l  given 
p r i o r i t y  i n  the a l l oca t i on  o f  Section 312 funds, HUD decided t o  discourage 
the  use o f  these funds i n  the Demonstration because ce r t a i n  features o f  the 
Sect ion 312 program, e.g., r e n t  r es t r i c t i ons ,  predetermined i n t e r e s t  rates, 
and Davis-Bacon and Uniform Relocation Act  requirements, were not  
compatible w i t h  the design of the Demonstration. 

I n  FY 1982, 72 p a r t i c i p a t i n g  comnunities (16 f i r s t  round and 56 second 
round) received Section 312 funds. 

U.S. General Accounting Office, op.cit., p. 10. 

Ib id . ,  p. 66. 

1983 Consolidate 
Programs. " M 
71. 
A recent survey conducted for  the Office o f  Housing found t h a t  the average 
t o t a l  per u n i t  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  cost, excludin the Section 8 subsidy, i n  64 
co rnun i t i es  w i t h  Section 8 Moderate e a 1 a t i o n  pro rams was $ 7,679 i n  
t h a t  program. The survey a lso  found t h a t  l oca l  o f  i c i a l s  reported the 
primary source of funding for  70 percent o f  the 6,861 un i t s  r ehab i l i t a t ed  
i n  these comnunities was p r i v a t e  money o r  conventional loans. CDBG funds 
and other  pub l i c  sources were reported t o  be the primary source o f  funding 
f o r  approximately 30 percent o f  the un i ts .  It i s  no t  possible, however, t o  
accurately compare the p u b l i c  costs i n  t h i s  program t o  the pub l ic  costs i n  
the Demonstration because the form used t o  c o l l e c t  the Section 8 
in format ion (HUD-52686-Report on Section 8 Moderate Rehab i l i t a t ion  Pro ram 
A c t i v i t y )  does no t  r epo r t  separately the amounts provided from the var 3 ous 
sources. 
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U.S. General Accounting Office, op.cit.,  pp. 18-20. 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy 
Devel opmen t and Research. Evaluation of the Urban Homesteading 
Demonstration Program: Final Report. Yo1 ume I: Sumnary Assessment. (1 981 ). 

Aggregate Section 810 property data ref lec t  Office of Finance and 
Account1 ng data received by September 30, 1982. Comnuni ty-by-comnunity 
property data reported elsewhere i n  this section re f l ec t  Office of Urban 
Rehabilitation information which is based on regular updates from HUD f ield 
offices.  As a resul t ,  the community-by-community tables indicate higher 
property movement i n  FY 1982 than do the aggregate to ta ls .  

lo O f  the 107 approved communities, 91 were active du r ing  FY 1982. Three had 
been suspended for the year, including Benton Harbor, M I ,  based on 
a1 1 egations of questionable rehabili tation program ac t iv i t ies ;  S t .  Louis, 
MO, for  Urban Homesteading program mismanagement; and Steubenville, OH,  for  
FHEO and HAP noncompliance. Thirteen other communities d i d  not  submit 1982 
annual program applications, and, therefore, were considered inactive: 
Compton, CA; Hartford, CN; Los Angeles ( c i t y ) ,  CA; Luzerne Co., PA; New 
Haven, CN; New York City, NY;  Pinellas Co., FL; Por t  Huron, M I ;  Pottsvi l le ,  
PA; Salem, OR; Sunbury, PA; Tacoma, WA; and York, PA. The reasons given 
fo r  program inact ivi ty were lack of HUD-owned properties (n=6),  lack of 
local properties (n=5), lack of adequate rehabili tation financing (n=5), 
administrative expenses (N=l ) and program mismanagement (N=l ). 

l1 The multifamily information is  based on a telephone survey of Section 312 
loans administered by the Office of Urban Rehabilitation d u r i n g  FY 1982. 

l2 Comparable data were not available for Section 312 single family loans a t  
three and 11 percent in t e res t  rates.  

l3 Calculations relat ing to  borrower characteristics are based on a l l  1982 
Section 312 single-family loan applications received by HUD Central Office 
and entered into the Data Systems and S ta t i s t i c s  Division data base. The 
subset contains 380 or 76 percent of a l l  FY 1982 Sectton 312 single-family 
loan applications, accounting for 73 percent of a l l  such loans amounts for  
FY 1982. 

l4 For example, the study of the Urban Homesteading Demonstration program by 
the Office of Policy Development and Research, H U D ,  reported the median age 
of homesteader heads of households to  be 35.8 years and that  68 percent of 
the homesteader heads of household were minority members. See Evaluation 
of the Urban Homesteading Demonstration Program: Final Report. 
Sumnary Assessment ( 1  981 1. 

i 145 

d 

I 





A P P E N D I X  A 

F I S C A L  Y E A R  1982 U R B A N  D E V E L O P M E N T  A C T I O N  G R A N T  AWARDS 
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State and City 

ALABAMA 

Birmingham 

Brent 

Centrev i 11 e 

Dadevil le 

F t  Deposit 

Gadsden 

Gadsden 

Mobile 

Project Descr ipt ion 

Loan t o  box manufacturer f o r  
s i t e  improvements and renova- 
t i o n  o f  vacant bu i l d i ng  t o  
permit consol idat ion o f  opera- 
t ions.  

Loan t o  newly established gar- 
ment processing company t o  
purchase c a p i t a l  equipment and 
r e h a b i l i t a t e  an ex i s t i ng  p lan t  
f ac i  1 i t y .  

Loan t o  ass is t  wood products 
manufacturing firm t o  b u i l d  a 
f ac to ry  t o  produce soft-wood 
veneer, cu t  lumber and wood- 
chips. 

Loan t o  a id  manufacturer o f  
molded p l a s t i c  products make 
s i t e  improvements, construct  
new p lan t  and renovate ex i s t -  
i ng bu i l d i  ng . 
Deferred second mortgage loans 
to middle- and moderate-income 
fami l ies  t o  help purchase new 
s i  ng 1 e- f  ami 1 y houses. 

Second mortgage loans t o  
f a c i l i t a t e  the purchase o f  
new single- fami ly houses by 
income-qua1 i f y i  ng f ami 1 ies; 
loans t o  be repaid on sale 
or ref inancing o f  homes. 

Interest- reduct ion subsidies 
on new home mortgages f o r  
moderate-income buyers. 

Second mortgages t o  be used 
as pa r t  o f  downpayment by 
qua1 i f  ied home purchasers t o  
reduce owners' monthly mort- 
gage payments. 

~~ 

APPENDIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG Pr iva te  
Dol lars Investment 

$275,000 $975,105 

$150,000 $522,077 

$106,240 $819,471 

$731,100 $3,612,100 

$334,500 $1,401,650 

$510,800 $2,000,000 

$164,000 $600,000 

$960,000 $2,936,500 

Other 
Publ ic  
Dol lars 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

$90,075 

-0- 

$10,500 

-0- 

-0- 

A- 1  

Estimated 
Total New 

Jobs 

45 

150 

30 

71 

-0- 

-6 - 

-0- 

-0- 

Estimated 
Housing 

Uni ts 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

Estimated 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$1 3,048 

$5,000 

-0- 

$lO,oOo 

35 $15,583 

48 $10,768 

20 $5,438 

100 $42,206 



APPENDIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated 
Publ ic Tota l  New 
Do1 l a r s  Jobs 

Estimated 
Housing 

Uni ts  

Estimated 
Local Tax 

Revenue 
UDAG Pr ivate 

Do1 l a r s  Investment State and C i t  Pro ject  Descript ion 
m d n u e d  

Phenix C i t y  

Selma 

Assistance t o  construct new 
market r a t e  r e n t a l  apart- 
ments and an adjacent road. 

$445,000 $3,286,531 

$760,000 $2,000,000 

-0- -0- 

-0- 100 

100 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- Assistance i n  the redev- 
elopment o f  a former A i r  
Force base f o r  use as an 
i n d u s t r i a l  s i te .  Candy 
company w i  11 construct 
warehouse f a c i l i t y  as f i r s t  
tenant once pub l i c  improve- 
ments have been made. 

Selma Grants t o  low- and moderate- 
income fami l i es  t o  ass is t  i n  the 
purchase o f  new houses. Grants 
t o  be repaid on sale o f  home. 

$615,000 $1,672,000 

$400,000 $2,450,287 

$624,000 $2,889,000 

-0- -0- 

-0- 34 7 

$19,876 

$10,800 

50 

-0- York Loan t o  manufacturer o f  
ch i ld ren  ' s  c lothes t o  ass is t  
i n  const ruct ion o f  new p l a n t  and 
purchase of c a p i t a l  equipment. 

ARIZONA 

Phoenix Loan t o  manufacturer o f  a i r  
condit ioners t o  ass is t  i n  
purchase o f  equipment and t o  
make improvements t o  the 
s i t e  and e x i s t i n g  vacant 
bu i ld ings t o  house f a b r i -  
ca t ion  operations. Pro ject  
i s  located i n  "pocket o f  
poverty" area. 

Second mortgage loan f o r  con- 
s t ruc t ion  o f  a 150-room 
hote l  on Yavapai-Prescott 
Indian Reservation. 

$156,000 260 -0- $29 , 000 

$1,120,000 $4,497,355 The Yavapai- 
Prescott Tr ibe 
o f  Arizona 

ARKANSAS 

Arkadelphia 

-0- 156 -0- $50,000 

-0- Grant t o  City t o  i n s t a l l  
water service l i nes  and t o  
construct a new water s t o r -  
age tank which are essent ia l  
for  the construct ion o f  a new 
hospi ta l .  

$752,000 $5,467,553 $578,100 140 $87,096 

f 



APPENDIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and Cit Project Description 
m&i nued ] 

Malvern 

CALIFORNIA 

A1 hambra 

Baldwin Park 

Bell Gardens 

Colfax 

Fresno 

Fresno 

Hea 1 ds burg 

Oak 1 and 

Second mortgage loan to wood 
products company to acquire 
and modernize vacant plant 
and install new capital 
equipment to produce medium- 
density fiberboard panels. 

Loan to help write down land 
costs for development of a 
shopping center in central 
business district. 

Loan to help finance on- and 
off-site improvements for a 
1 ight industrial building . 
Loan to assist in the dev- 
elopment of a downtown 
shopping center. 

Grant to city to provide 
water and sewer expansion 
necessary to build a new 
shopping center. 

Loan to help rehabilitate an 
abandoned downtown comnercial 
building listed on National 
Register of Historic Places. 

Loan to manufacturer o f  tor- 
tillas to permit expansion 
of manufacturing and retail 
operations. 

Financial assistance to 
write down excessive site 
costs associated with the 
development of a new shop- 
ping center. 

Loan to finance a portion pf 
the renovation costs of a va- 
cant hotel for use as a retail 
and office complex. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Do 1 1 ar s Investment Do 1 1 ar s Jobs Units Revenue 

$1,300,000 $16,422,180 -0- 73 -0- $30,600 

265 -0- $442,000 

$150,000 $1,828,651 -0- 

$2,734,000 $9,309,000 $2,068,000 

$735,398 $1,838,495 -0- 

149 

252 

25 

$34,830 -0- 

-0- $174,000 

$41,000 -0- 

$500,000 62,990,625 -0- 

$ 700,000 $2,943,466 $300,000 

-0- $1,750,000 $7,794,000 

$1,000,000 $9,433,776 -0- 

169 

156 

194 

-0- $35,000 

-0- $73,369 

-0- $282,940 

166 -0- $169,988 



State and Cit Project Description & conti nued ) 

Pic0 Rivera 

P1 acerv i 1 le 

San Bernardino 

San Francisco 

South Gate 

COLORADO 

Canon City 

Denver 

Loan for extraordinary costs 
associated with the acquisi- 
tion, relocation and clearance 
of a 20-acre site to be dev- 
eloped into an industrial/ 
business park. 

Loan to provide on- and o f f -  
site improvements for a new 
market-rate apartment unit 
complex. 

Loan to rehabilitate and 
equip a previously bankrupt 
bakery. 

Loan to help a direct-mail 
commercial firm relocate 
into a new building in order 
to remain and expand in area. 

Loan to assist in the redev- 
elopment and recycling of a 
vacant, former tire and rub- 
ber plant to be used for the 
manufacture of office furni- 
ture. 

APPENDIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Low-interest second and third 
mortgages to low- and moderate- 
income purchasers o f  new or 
rehabilitated homes located 
in historic district. 

Loan to assist in purchase 
and rehabilitation of build- 
ing which will be used to 
facilitate expansion o f  
speciality plastics products 
manufacturing company. 

Other 
UDAG Private Public 

Dollars Investment Dollars 

$4,519,700 $17,435,400 $1,272,000 

$338,607 $3,467,535 -0- 

$200,000 $1,048,832 $150,000 

$485 , 000 $3,567,206 -0- 

$2,750,000 $12,498,450 -0- 

$216,000 $792,489 -0- 

$356,980 $1,978,576 $ 51,000 

A-4 

Estimated 
Total New 

Jobs 

1,026 

Est hated 
Housing 
Units 

-0- 

Estimated 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$201 , 699 

5 85 $39 , 330 

75 

32 

999 

-0- 

38 

-0 - 

-0- 

-0- 

25 

-0- 

$21,676 

$47,182 

$156,700 

$8,256 

$8,243 
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State and Cit Project Description 
Tlmmm+ 
Hartford Assistance to defray cost 

o f  site improvements, 
parking garage and unusual 
piling costs associated with 
development of Section 8 and 
market-rate rental housing 
units in an under-used urban 
renewal site. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Do1 1 ar s Investment Do 1 1 ar s Jobs Units Revenue 

$9,180,000 $27,608,300$10,009,250 50 593 $185,979 

New Haven Assistance in renovation $2,500,000 $6,655,000 $945,000 
and adaptive reuse of an old 
abandoned building in a new 
technology center. Space will 
be leased to high-tech companies. 

DELAWARE 

Smyrna Second mortgage financing $250,000 $845,000 -0- 

Wilmington Non-amortizing second mrt- $810,000 $2,250 , 000 -0- 

for moderate-income buyers 
of new single-family houses. 

gages to qualified low- and 
moderate-income families for 
rehabilitation costs of 
vacant city-owned houses to 
be deeded to them. 

office building on vacant 
urban renewal land in 
downtown area to serve as 
corporate headquarters o f  
insurance company. Wil- 
mington Parking Authority 
will build adjacent 500-car 
garage. 

Wilmington Loan to help develop new $1,520,000 $13,741,959 $5,197,079 

FLORIDA 

Ft. Lauderdale Loan to assist in construc- 
tion o f  new showroom-ware- 
house facility located 
within "pocket of  poverty" 
area. 

180 

-0- 

-0- 

251 

$ 192,000 $1,679,200 $48,000 111 

A-5 

-0- $354,000 

30 $15,000 

100 $23,042 

-0- $78,723 

-0- 69,000 



APPENDIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and C i t  Pro ject  Descr ip t ion 
&i nued 1 

Orange County 

Tallahassee 

T a l l  ahassee 

GEORGIA 

Albany 

Atlanta 

At1 anta 

Ft.  Gaines 

La Grange 

Grants and second mortgage 
loans t o  low- and moderate- 
income fami l i es  t o  enable 
them t o  purchase new s ing le-  
fami l y  houses. 

F inancia l  assistance t o  
purchase land f o r  leaseback 
t o  developer o f  new ho te l  
and convention center. 

Loans f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
o f  two minority-owned busi-  
nesses and f o r  s t r e e t  im-  
provements and parking i n  
the French Town area. 

Loan t o  help development o f  
new o f f i c e  tower and r e t a i l  
center and plaza and con- 
s t r u c t i o n  o f  516-car garage 
i n  downtown area. 

Loan t o  help f inance reno- 
vat ion o f  e x i s t i n g  bu i ld ing  
as a multi-use f a c i l i t y  t o  
permit expansion o f  a busi-  
ness products company's con- 
ference center. 

Loan t o  ass is t  major loca l  
company expand i t s  nat ional  
headquarters. Company w i  11 
construct new o f f i c e  space, 
renovate an e x i s t i n g  b u i l d -  
ing  and b u i l d  a new garage. 

Loan t o  ass is t  manufacturer 
o f  l ightweight  concrete ag- 
gregate construct new p lan t .  

Second mortgage loans t o  
moderate-income purchasers o f  
new townhouses. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Pr i va te  Publ ic  Tota l  New Housing Local Tax 

Revenue Uni ts  Do1 1 ars Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs 

$282,070 6846,210 $399,500 

$1,274,584 $18,306,000 -0- 

$67,185 $181,400 -0- 

$1,335,000 $14,300,000 

8300,000 $2,999,676 

$2,000,000 $15,997,845 

, $950,000 $5,420,108 

$33,200 $135,000 

A-6 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

$20,000 

-0- 

303 

8 

40 $18,000 

-0- $71,181 

-0- $1,486 

279 -0- $170,647 

132 -0- $53,100 

400 -0- $200,895 

98 -0- $89,768 

-0- 4 -0- 



State and Cit Project Description 
' d i  nued 1 

La Grange 

Macon 

RUM? 

Waycross 

ILLINOIS 

Chicago 

Chicago 

Chicago 

APPENDIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRAKT AWARDS 

Second mortgage loans to 
moderate-income purchasers 
of new single-family houses. 

Assistance to City to repair, 
refurbish and beautify public 
right-of-way in comnercial 
area. Will stimulate new 
investment by the businesses 
and property owners in the area. 

Second mortgages for buyers 
of new townhouses in low- and 
moderate-income, predominantly 
minority neighborhood. 

Second mortgage loans to be 
used as part of down payment 
by income-eligible buyers of 
new single-family houses. 

Loan to assist in develop- 
ment of new neighborhood 
shopping center in Irving 
Park area. 

Loan to container company 
to assist in acquisition 
and rehabilitation of manu- 
facturing facility in North 
Lawndale Comnunity. Company 
will purchase additional 
machinery and equipment. 

Second mortgage loans to 
purchasers of resi denti a1 
units to be developed as 
part of rehabilitation of 
five-story loft building 
for mixed residential and 
comnercial use in near West 
Side area. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Zsvenue 

$79,000 $231,145 -0- -0- 10 $1,200 

$1 , 551,878 $6,422,500 -0- 409 -0- $423,045 

$485,000 $1 , 333,800 $26,000 -0- 40 $14,350 

$211,745 $539,000 -0- -0- 25 $6,050 

$1,650,000 $9,313,149 -0- 228 -0- $426,743 

$78 , 750 $57,577 -0- 25 -0- $28,192 

$2 , 216,140 $7,716,300 -0- 60 126 $205,278 



State and Cit Project Description 
b i n u e d )  

Chicago Financial assistance in the 
rehabilitation of owner- 
occupied multi-family struc- 
tures in several South Shore 
neighborhoods. 

Chicago 

Chicago 

Chicago 

Chicago 

Chicago 

Loan to assist in renova- 
tion and conversion of his- 
toric Lincoln Park Refectory 
Building into a first-class 
restaurant and to provide 
certain pub1 ic f aci 1 it ies 
necessary to support the pro- 
ject. 

Loan to assist in rehabilita- 
tion and conversion of former 
plant buildings in near North 
Side into a mixed-use residen- 
tial and comnercial development 
with enclosed parking. Second 
mortgage loans to purchasers 
of residential condominiums. 

APPENDIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Loan to aid in rehabilitation 
and modernization of baking 
facility to prevent its clos- 
ing. 

Loan to assist manufacturing 
company rehabilitate newly- 
acquired facility to permit 
relocation and expansion of 
operations. 

Street and off-site improve- 
ments including new rail 
transit station, public 
walkways, public plaza and 
250-car parking garage to 
support development of 1.3 
million square feet of new 
office space in South Loop 
area. 

UDAG Private 
Do1 lars Investment 

$288,500 $895,276 

$1,495,000 $7,244,326 

$3,567,625 $18,924,845 

$2,075,000 $11,085,777 

$690,000 $3,529,470 

$9,883,580 $114,153,084 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Public Total New Housing Local Tax 
Do1 lars Jobs Units Revenue 

-0- -0- 200 -U- 

-0- 445 -0- 5193,005 

-0- 236 

-0- -0- 

-0- 25 

-0- 6,500 

146 $789,700 

-0- $26,320 

-0- $98,000 

-0- $93,000 

A-8 



State and Cit Project Description 
M i  nued 1 

Chi cago 

Dixon 

East St. Louis 

Manence 

Peoria 

Peoria 

Streator 

Loan to help rehabilitate 
historic building, formerly 
used as a printing plant, 
into an office building in 
Historic District south of 
the Loop. 

Construction of a box culvert 
to permit a lumber company to 
renovate and expand its fa- 
ci 1 i ties. 

Loan to assist minority- 
owned paint manufacturing 
firm purchase capital equip- 
ment for use in rehabilitated 
facility previously destroyed 
by fire. 

Loan to reactivate waste- 
water pre-treatment facility 
to permit modernization and 
reopening of vacant hog pro- 
cessi ng pl ant. 

Assistance to construct new 
City-owned parking deck to 
be leased to company which 
is rehabilitating a vacant 
hotel in downtown area. 

Loan to assist in development 
of residential condominium 
units and mixed-use build- 
ing, which will contain City- 
owned underground parking 
garage, in downtown location. 

Provision of on- and o f f -  
site improvements for mixed- 
use development involving 
industrial site for two new 
companies and construction 
o f  new single-family houses. 

APPENDIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG Private 
Dollars Investment 

$844,126 $5,728,628 

$179,760 $597,987 

$100,000 $329 , 296 

$455,000 $4,414 , 925 

62,100,000 $15,117,070 

$3,600,000 $17,564,467 

Other Estimated 
Public Total New 
Do 1 1 ars Jobs 

-0- 172 

-0- 17 

-0- 23 

-0- 300 

-0-, 280 

-0- 320 

$651,592 $3,048,783 -0- 

A-9 

70 

~ 

Estimated 
Housing 
Units 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

120 

Estimated 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$357 , 890 

$14,000 

$8,394 

$76,915 

$579 , 000 

$437,840 

10 $19,053 
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State and Cit + 
Ft Wayne 

Huntington 

Indi anapol is 

Marengo 

Scot ts bur g 

She1 byvi 1 le 

South Bend 

IOWA - 
Dubuque 

Project Description 

Low-interest home improve- 
ment loans to homeowners in 
targeted areas. 

Loan to manufacturing 
cmpany for purchase o f  
machinery and equipment to 
permit expansion of opera- 
tions. 

Loan to assist in renovation 
of deteriorating, partially 
occupied shopping center. 

Loan to help build and 
equip a new plant to pro- 
cess electronic components. 

Loan to manufacturer of  com- 
puter forms to aid in purchase 
of capital equipment for use 
in new facility. 

Assistance for construc- 
tion of  City-owned fire 
station and elevated water 
storage tank which wi 1 1  
stimulate investment by 
three local manufacturing 
companies . 
Loan to assist in construc- 
tion and development of 
ethanol production facility 
and aid to City for sup- 
porting off-site public 
improvements. 

Loan to manufacturer of 
plumbing supplies to pur- 
chase new equipment for 
expanded foundry opera- 
tion in new manufacturing 
faci 1 ity. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Units Revenue Do1 lars Investment Do1 lars Jobs 

$472,028 $1,600,450 $20,000 -0- 205 $5 , a64 

$257,500 $914,615 -0- 75 -0- $13 , 352 

$779,500 $3,340,673 $150,000 161 -0- $30,000 

$35,000 $238,205 $75,000 10 -0 - $1,792 

$725,000 $6,030,000 $125,000 104 -0- $9,731 

$1,000,000 $6,100,000 -0- 50 -0- $41 , 480 

$9,963,000 $156,197,308 $3,094,510 450 -0- $3,059,683 

$1,200,000 $4,168,000 $7,500,000 159 -0- $126,999 

A-10 

r 



State and C i t  Project Descript ion 
.&d) 

Dubuque Loan t o  purchase new cap- 
i t a l  equipment f o r  use 
i n  meat packing and pro- 
cessi ng f ac i  1 i t y  . 
Loan t o  developer o f  new 
ethanol p lan t  f o r  i n s ta l l a -  
t i o n  o f  on-site sewer and 
water improvements. 

Sigourney Assistance i n  upgrading 
the C i ty ' s  waste water 
treatment f a c i  1 i t i e s  t o  
permit meat processing 
company t o  modify and 
equip a vacant bu i ld ing  
t o  house i t s  operations. 

Hamburg 

KANSAS 

Wichita 

Winf i e l d  

KENTUCKY 

Assistance i n  construct ing 
a new City-owned parking 
garage t o  support a ho te l /  
r e t a i l  development p ro jec t  
i n  the downtown area. 

Loan t o  manufacturer o f  
crayons and a r t  suppl ies 
t o  help purchase cap i t o l  
equipment t o  support ex- 
pansion o f  warehouse and 
production f ac i  1 i t ies .  

Lou i sv i l l e  Loan t o  ass is t  i n  r ehab i l i -  
t a t i o n  o f  o f f i c e  bu i ld ing  
and construct ion o f  new 
r e t a i l  space i n  downtown 
1 ocation . 
p l a s t i c  products t o  pur-  
chase new equipment t o  sup- 
po r t  expansion o f  operations. 

M t .  Vernon Loan t o  manufacturer o f  

APPENDIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Pr ivate Publ ic Tota l  New Housing Local Tax 

Dol lars Investment Dol lars Jobs Uni ts  Revenue 

$3,050,000 $7,729,000 $500,000 600 -0- -0- 

$955,000 $15,661,000 -0- 30 -0- $158,000 

$588,000 $4,684,628 $455,000 

$2,014,000 $17,049,000 $3,365,000 

$350,000 $6,936,000 -0- 

$5,000,000 $22,773,300 -0- 

$208,500 $1,073,395 $250,000 

A-11 

3 I 1 

130 

224 

75 

530 

45 

-0- $18,000 

-0- $232,000 

-0- $32,546 

60 $67,000 

-0- $1,804 



APPEND I X 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and C i t  Pro ject  Descript ion 
d i n u e d  ) 

Somerset 

LOUISIANA 

Delhi 

Hamnond 

New Orleans 

New Orleans 

New Orleans 

New Orleans 

Loan t o  newspaper publ ish-  
ing  company t o  a i d  i n  the 
acqu is i t i on  and renovation 
o f  h i s t o r i c  bu i ld ing  adjacent 
t o  ex is t ing  downtown p l a n t  
t o  permit expansion. 

Loan t o  manufacturer o f  a lu-  
minum products t o  acquire 
and prepare s i t e  f o r  
const ruct ion o f  new f a c i l i t y .  

Provision o f  water and 
sewer f ac i  1 i t i  es, r a i l r o a d  
improvements and access 
roads t o  serve two new 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  warehouses t o  
be b u i l t  i n  i n d u s t r i a l  
park. 

Second mortgage loan t o  
manufacturer o f  e lec t ron ic  
components f o r  the construc- 
t i o n  o f  a new p lan t .  

Loan t o  ass is t  i n  the con- 
s t ruc t ion  o f  an 89-bed, 
intermediate-care nursing 
f ac i 1 i ty .  

Pr inc ipa l- reduct ion sub- 
s id ies  t o  a l low low- and 
moderate-income fami l i es  t o  
purchase new houses t o  be 
constructed i n  the Desire 
Cornunity Area i n  East New 
Or1 eans . 
Princ ipa 1-reduct i o n  subsi - 
dies t o  al low l o w-  and 
moderate-income fami l i es  t o  
purchase new houses t o  be 
constructed i n  the Rue 
Bienvenu subdiv is ion i n  East 
New Orleans. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Pr i va te  Publ ic Tota l  New Housing Local Tax 

Uni ts  Revenue Do 1 1 ar s Investment Do 1 1 ar s Jobs 

$129,600 $770,000 -0- 30 -0- $5,064 

$2,300,000 $13,397,388 $200,000 

$4,477,000 $32,998,567 -0- 

$1,715,000 $8,386,190 -0- 

$410,000 $1,512,806 -0- 

$360,000 $1,297,050 -0- 

$668,000 $2,225,000 -0- 

I A-12 

172 -0- $34,000 

301 -0- $161,000 

750 -0- $180,508 

52 -0- -0- 

-0- 25 -0- 

-0- 50 -0- 

I 
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State and Cit Project Description 
d t i n u e d )  

Oakdale 

Shreveport 

Vidalia 

MARY LAND 

Baltimore 

Ba 1 t imore 

Baltimore 

Baltimore 

Baltimore 

Improvements to City-owned 
industrial building and 
loan to tool company to pur- 
chase new manufacturing 
equipment . 
Second mortgage loan to 
construct addition to 
existing parking garage to 
serve new office tower in 
downtown location. 

Loan to provide infrastruc- 
ture improvements for new 
ore-processing plant in an 
existing industrial park. 

Loan to a bakery to assist 
in expansion of operations 
in Fells Point area. 

Non-amortizing second mort- 
gages to increase homeowner- 
ship opportunities for 
moderate-income fami 1 ies 
in Patterson Park area. 

Rental assistance funds 
and loan to help construct 
new parking garage to sup- 
port new residential complex 
plus retail/office space 
in Charles Center. 

Subsidies to reduce cost of 
new townhouses in Johnston 
Square area for purchase by 
4-person households with annual 
income of less than $25,000. 

Loan to drapery manufac- 
turing company to renovate 
an existing building which 
will permit relocation of 
operations from a flood- 
prone site. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Revenue Do 1 1 ars Investment Do 1 1 ars Jobs Units 

$148,222 $670,479 -0- 50 -0- -0- 

$1,700 , 000 $17 , 439,490 -0- 600 -0- $226,000 

-0- $1,000,000 $15,984,155 37 -0- $111,441 

$360,000 $5 , 640 , 000 -0- 

$233,000 $613,725 $120,000 

$4,280,000 $25,426,918 -0- 

$665,000 $1,981,500 $631,460 

$850,000 $4,916,166 $2,300,000 

100 

-0- 

-0- $386,000 

25 $9,750 

143 254 $444,295 

-0- 

-0- 

64 $52,876 

-0- $26,685 



State and Cit Project Description 
- i  nued 1 

Baltimore Second mortgage loan to 
assist in rehabi 1 i tation 
for residential and com- 
mercial use of seven pro- 
perties in Union Square 
Historic District. 

Baltimore 

Baltimore 

Baltimore 

Baltimore 

Baltimore 

Baltimore 

Baltimore 

Second mortgage loans to 
moderate-income purchasers 
of new townhouses at corner 
of Alameda and Coldpsring 
Lane. 

Second mortgage loans for 
purchasers of rehabi 1 i tated 
rowhouses in Boyd-Booth 
neighborhood. 

Second mortgage loans or 
mortgage payment subsidies 
to low- and moderate-income 
buyers of new houses in the 
Upton area. 

Loan to paint manufacturer 
to assist in rehabilitation 
of vacant building for use 
as production facility. 

Second mortgage loans to 
income-qualified purchasers 
o f  either newly constructed 
houses or renovated units in 
the Middle East neighborhood. 

Second mortgage loans to 
income-qualified purchasers of 
either newly constructed 
houses or renovated units in the 
Reservoir Hill neighborhood. 

Second mortgage loans to 
income-qua1 ified purchasers 
of either newly constructed 
houses or renovated units in 
the Franklin Square neighbor- 
hood. 

APPENDIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMEKT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Units Revenue Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs 

$203,000 $648,746 $355,668 

$540,400 $1,423,502 $161,000 

$226,500 $578,500 -0 - 

$512,000 $1,380,000 $340,000 

$660,000 $2,731,451 $500,000 

$810,000 $2,025,000 $411,328 

$250,700 $749,900 $233,795 

$568,700 $1,765,000 $288,204 

A-14 

7 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

219 

-0- 

-0- 

16 $14,300 

39 -0- 

25 $7 , 500 

40 $33 , 600 

-0- $27,152 

64 $61,440 

23 $17 , 940 

-0- 47 $4,550 

1 



APPEND I X 
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Revenue Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units State and Cit Project Description 
&i nued 1 

Ba It i more Second mortgage loans to 
income-qua1 ified purchasers 
of either newly constructed 
houses or renovated units in 
the Oliver Urban Renewal area. 

$1,014,525 $2,794,500 $351,540 -0- 81 $71,928 

$254,745 

$144,225 

Ba 1 ti mor e Second mortgage loans to $668,100 
income-qua1 if ied purchasers 
of either newly constructed 
houses or renovated units in 
the Southwood neighborhood. 

Second mortgage loans to $229,100 
income-qua1 ified purchasers 
of either newly constructed 
houses or renovated units 
in the Poppleton neighborhood. 

$2 , 040,000 

$590 , 000 

-0- 51 $45,900 

Baltimore -0- 22 $20,0UO 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Att 1 eboro $165,800 $632,058 $144,000 29 -0- $16,000 Loan to assist in construc- 
tion of retail shopping vil- 
lage in Central Business 
District. 

Loan to joint venture o f  
American and Italian mill- 
ing companies to assist in 
development of new Semolina 
flour mill. 

Assistance to low- and mod- 
erate-income tenants and 
future buyers of residen- 
tial units to be developed 
in adoptive re-use of 
historic chocolate mills 
in Dorchester neighborhood. 

Loan to assist dairy pro- 
ducts company expand and 
modernize its Charlestown 
f aci 1 ity. 

Ayer $1,050,000 $10,984,000 $500,000 131 -0- $200,000 

Boston $660,000 $2,849,773 $3,103,594 -0- 57 $40 , 000 

Boston $4,000,000 $15,783,300 -0- -0- -0- -0- 

A-15 
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State and City Project Description 
MASSACHUSETTS (continued) 

Boston 

Boston 

Boston 

Brockton 

Chicopee 

Fitchburg 

Parking and safety improve- 
ments to park adjacent to 
Charlestown Navy Yard where 
historic building will be 
redeveloped for use as head- 
quarters space for a magazine 
publishing firm. 

Financial assistance in 
purchase and rehabi 1 itation 
of a building, in the Boston 
Marine Industrial Park, to 
serve as manufacturing 
center for the Boston-based 
garment industry . 
Loan to aid in renovation 
of former shopping mall 
space into Bayside Trade 
and Exhibition Center in 
Columbia Point area and 
grant to City to improve 
two access roads. 

Loan to assist shoe manu- 
facturer in renovation of 
an existing industrial 
building as part of ex- 
panded operations. 

Loan to assist in the con- 
version of an old, vacant 
factory complex located 
within the central busi- 
ness district into market- 
rate apartment units and 
comnercial space. 

Loan to purchase capital 
equipment for use in a new 
pharmaceutical plant. Com- 
pany will also construct 
offices, laboratories and 
a warehouse on the site. 

APPENDIX 
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Revenue Units Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs 

$69,256 $761,000 $6,729,400 $350,000 122 -0- 

$3,704,600 $9,261,600 -0- 

$3,500,000 $15,558,481 -0- 

$500,000 $2,704,244 -0- 

$1,500,000 $4,490,000 $300,000 

$625,000 $2,925,000 -0- 

A-16 

139 -0- $372,530 

-0- $465,000 488 

50 -0- -0- 

33 132 -0- 

72 -0- $31,000 
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State and C i t  Pro ject  Descript ion d( continued) 

Lawrence 

Malden 

Malden 

Malden 

Medford 

North Adam 

quincy 

Revere 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Pr i va te  Publ ic  Tota l  New Housing Local Tax 

Dol lars  Investment Dol lars  Jobs Uni ts  Revenue 

Loan t o  ass is t  f r u i t  pro-  $650,000 $2 , 511 , 718 -0- 75 -0- $34,940 
cessing firm expand and 
modernize i t s  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  
h i s t o r i c  i n d u s t r i a l  d i s t r i c t  
i n  downtown area. 

Loans t o  p re- qua l i f i ed  $263,778 $803,092 -0- 
comnercial proper ty  owners 
f o r  facade renovations o f  
t h e i r  bu i ld ings  . 

o f  market- rate housing complex 
which w i l l  inc lude commercial 
space and parking f a c i l i t i e s  
i n  downtown area. 

i n  o f f i c e  storage, maintenance 
and r e t r i e v a l  t o  acquire and 
i n s t a l l  new machinery and 
equipment as p a r t  o f  expansion 
of operations. 

Loan t o  ass is t  i n  development $1,250,000 $7,545,804 -0- 

Loan t o  company spec ia l i z ing  $100,000 $595,628 -0- 

Loan t o  help construct 200- 
space parking f a c i l i t y  t o  
serve a new hotel.  

Assistance i n  renovating 
s i x  h i s t o r i c  bu i ld ings t o  
provide r e t a i l  and d isp lay  
space and t o  landscape seven 
acres o f  land t o  be used as 
an Urban Heri tage State Park. 

$1,700,000 $15,167,700 -0- 

$600,000 $2,117,000 $4, 385,000 

Loan t o  ass is t  i n  development $1,000,000 $11,769,880 -0- 
o f  new o f f i c e  b u i l d i n g  t o  be 
b u i l t  over e x i s t i n g  MBTA 
Transi t  s ta t ion.  

Housing rehabi 1 i t a t i o n  
loans t o  low- and moderate- 
income fami l i es  who own and 
occupy t h e i r  homes. 

m 

$150,000 $448,000 -0 - 

A-17 

52 

45 

25 

205 

115 

210 

-0- 

-0- $27 , 700 

122 $194,700 

-0- $15,000 

-0- $231,875 

-0- $30,832 

-0- $259,600 

60 S9,Ooo 

r 



State and C i t  Pro ject  Descript ion d( continued) 

Somervil le 

Southbri dge 

Spring f i e 1 d 

Spri ngf  i e 1 d 

Taunton 

MICHIGAN 

Cas sopol i s 

Det ro i t  

Loan t o  a manufacturer o f  
s ta t ionery and o f f i c e  sup- 
p l i e s  t o  purchase c a p i t a l  
equipment f o r  a planned 
expansion o f  i t s  operations. 

Loan t o  ass is t  i n  renova- 
t i o n  o f  four  h i s t o r i c  down- 
town bui ld ings i n t o  r e n t a l  
apartment un i t s  f o r  low- and 
moderate-income tenants and 
reta i l /comnerc ia l  space. 

Financial  assistance t o  ac- 
qui re and demolish vacant 
bu i ld ing  on s i t e  where bank 
w i l l  construct new head- 
quarters o f f i c e  bui ld ing.  

Loan t o  ass is t  maker o f  
hand too ls  consol idate and 
modernize i t s  manufacturing 
operation. 

Loan t o  a i d  p r i v a t e l y  owned 
and operated bus company 
construct new terminal  bu i ld-  
ing. 

APPENDIX 
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Loan t o  ass is t  wire manufac- 
fac tu r ing  company purchase 
and renovate an e x i s t i n g  
bu i ld ing  and i n s t a l l  new 
equipment t o  implement ex- 
pansion plans. 

Financial  assistance i n  
bu i ld ing  seawall and bridge 
i n  conjunct ion w i th  con- 
s t ruc t ion  o f  low- and mod- 
erate-income housing un i t s .  

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Pr ivate Publ ic Total New Housing Local Tax 

Do1 1 ars Investment Do1 l a r s  Jobs Uni ts  Revenue 

$600,000 $3,291,475 -0- 60 -0- $47,500 

$423,873 $2,265,756 $1 , 630,900 205 61 $24,000 

$2 , 925,000 $11,979,127 $75,000 

$2,700,000 $13,994,000 -0- 

$ 365,000 $1,970,962 -0- 

$243 , 000 $1 , 740 , 540 -0- 

$930,000 $5,779,436 -0- 

A-18 - 

177 -0- $144,770 

236 -0- $100,000 

58 -0- $69,858 

26 

-0- 

-0- $16 , 840 

100 $12,500 



State and Cit Project Description m d i  nued 1 

Detroit Loan to assist in acquisi- 
tion and renovation of a 
warehouse building. A por- 
tion of the building will 
be leased to the City of 
Detroit for use as a court 
house and the remainder 
developed as office space. 

bottler expand, renovate 
and make other improvements 
to its present operations. 

Detroit Loan to assist development 
of downtown mixed-use pro- 
ject to include a hotel, 
apartment house, parking 
garage, health club and 
comnercial space. 

Detroit Financial assistance for 
completion of renovation 
of existing buildings in 
Greek Town district to pro- 
vide retail and office 
space. 

Assistance to improve the 
City's water system and to 
construct a sheltered care 
facility. Water system im- 
provements will stimulate 
a variety of private invest- 
ments. 

Franklin Town- Loan to assist copper com- 
ship pany rehabilitate vacant 

industrial facility to be 
used in the production of 
copper oxide . 
Loan to help renovate and 
convert two under-utilized 
buildings as a vertical 
retail mall on four levels. 

Detroit Loan to assist soft drink 

Doug1 as 

Grand Rapids 

APPENDIX 
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Other Estimated Estima ed 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units 

$3,250,000 $16,632,514 -0- 360 -0- 

$625 , 000 $2,872,000 -0- 

$13, 150,000 $47,000,000$16,000,000 

$2 , 800,000 $7,300,000 -0- 

$194,820 $887,921 -0- 

$3,000,000 $12,969,000 -0- 

A-1 9 

Est mated 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$86 , 400 

100 -0- $273,750 

449 312 $1,534,700 

450 -0- $210,385 

125 24 $40 , 400 

27 -0- $13,554 

376 -0- $781,105 



APPENOIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
U DAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

State and Cit Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue 
M-i nued) 

Hamtramck 

Iron River 

Lansing 

Mus kegon 

Pontiac 

Pont i ac 

Port Huron* 

Port Huron 

Demolition, site clearance $2,700,000 $6,800,000 $1,650,000 130 -0- $153,200 
and relocation assistance 
for development of site for 
new industrial park. One 
company will build new 
building in the park and 
another will expand its 
existing plant. 

Public improvements to stim- 
ulate revitalization of the 
downtown business district 
through exterior renovation, 
interior rehabi 1 itation 
and/or construction of new 
comnercial space. 

$584,000 $1,536,953 -0- 

Loan to assist in develop- $850,000 $11,080,000 -0- 
ment of new produce dis- 
tribution facility. 

Loan to chemical company $600,000 $7,854,000 -0- 
to assist in expansion of 
existing production f aci 1 i - 
ties. 

Loan to assist in renova- $250,000 $812,345 $167,000 
tion of former telephone com- 
pany building and adjacent 
properties as a restaurant. 

Loan to assist in construc- $945,000 $3,700,000 $280,000 
tion o f  Industrial building 
in new industrial park. 

manufacturing company expand 
its facilities. 

comnunity-owned machine and 
tool company. 

Loan to assist high-tech $300,000 $3,800,000 -0- 

Assistance for expansion of $147,000 $567,000 -0- 

* Terminated 

A-20 

42 -0- $16,507 

207 -0- -0- 

80 -0- $114,000 

46 -0- $67,265 

-0- $445,000 200 

165 -0- -0- 

$4,000 30 -0- 
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State and Cit Project Description 
i nued ] 

Saginaw 

MINNESOTA 

Cokato 

Dawson 

Duluth 

Mi 1 aca 

Minneapolis 

Minneapolis 

Mi nneapo 1 is 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Units Revenue Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs 

Loan to assist in construc- $2,100,000 636,995,550 $3,260,000 800 -0- $88U,224 tion of parking deck to sup- 
port development of downtown 
comnerci a1 /retai 1 complex. 

Loan to assist in construc- 
ting and equipping full- 
service, year-round family 
restaurant building. 

Loan to processor o f  whey, 
lactose, and dairy replacers 
to acquire and convert aban- 
doned industrial facility 
and purchase new machinery 
and equipment. 

$95,000 $257,015 -0- 

$455,000 $8,218,210 -0- 

Loan to tool company to pur- 8750,000 $2,811,619 -0- 
chase new equipment to sup- 
port expansion o f  facilities. 

Assistance in developing new $133,300 $567,067 $270,000 
downtown mini-mall shopping 
area and in relocating busi- 
nesses presently on the site. 

Assistance in creating a $2,73O,OOQ $12,432,329 -0- 
mortgage loan pool to pro- 
vide below-market interest 
rate financing to City re- 
sidents for energy and re- 
habi 1 itation improvements. 

Loan for construction of $6,560 , 000 $68 , 461 , 000 -0- 
new downtown hotel. Faci- 
lity will also provide a 
parking garage, retail 
space, convention f aci 1 ity 
and 1 uxury condominium 
resident i a1 units . 
Loan to assist in develop- 
ment of drug store/medical 
c 1 i nic building . 

$118,000 $972,312 $63,609 

8 -0- $6 , 000 

45 -0- $357,447 

145 -0- $76,439 

15 -0- $64,426 

-0- 6,150 -0- 

805 70 -0- 

29 -0- $94,723 

A-2 1 



APPENDIX 
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State and Cit Project Description & continued j 

Princeton Loan to automobile dealer- 
ship to purchase capitol 
equipment for new building. 

Loan to assist in purchase 
of equipment for use in new 
retail grocery buiirling. 

St. Paul Financial assistance to in- 
crease energy load capacity 
of central energy production 
system to cover second phase 
development of 218-acre 
Energy Park. Private invest- 
ment will be triggered in a 
variety of industrial and 
carmercial f aci 1 it ies . 
Loan to help convert vacant 
warehouse in historic dis- 
trict as mixed-use comnercial 
and resi denti a1 f aci 1 ity . 

St. Paul Assistance to continue re- 
vitalization of Selby Avenue 
c m r c i a l  area. Involves 
rehabilitation of comrcial 
space, construction of build- 
ing for comnercial and resi- 
dential use, new parking lot 
and street improvements. 

Sands tone 

St. Paul 

MISSISSIPPI 

Batesville Construction of water mains 
to assure adequate fire pro- 
tection to furniture manu- 
facturing plant being rebuilt 
following severe fire. 

Hatt ies burg Assistance in constructing 
two downtown parking garages 
to stimulate three banks to 
expand operations. 

Other Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units 

$75,000 $610,205 -0- 10 -0- 

$105,000 $467,779 $43,000 15 -0- 

-0- 495 -0- $3,431,000 $22,707,000 

$565,000 $3,075,000 50, 00 85 65 

$1 , 505 , 000 $9 , 256 , 716 $450,000 142 90 

$109,200 $336,687 $30,000 

$900,000 $8,490,000 $1 , 100,000 

Estimated 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$19,737 

$9,984 

$633,088 

$50,000 

$89,463 

42 -0- $3,000 

78 -0- 

*- 

$81 
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%;"Ed City 
Project Description 

Kansas City Loan to assist in renovation 
of two historic buildings at 
39th and Main Streets. 

Loan to drapery manufacturer 
tQ assist in purchase and 
rehabilitation of vacant 
industrial plant. 

Mountain Grove Public improvements to as- 
sist in revitalization of 
Central Business District. 
Over eighty percent of com- 
mercial buildings in downtown 
area will be rehabilitated. 

Loan to assist in develop- 
ment of new downtown hotel, 
with parking. 

St. Louis Loan to assist in conversion 
of historic Union Station 
to provide comnercial space, 
a 550-room hotel and surface 
parking. 

Loan to assist trucking com- 
pany construct new transpor- 
tation terminal. 

Mex i co 

St. Joseph 

Trenton 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Do1 1 ars Investment 001 1 ars Jobs Units Revenue 

$175,000 $607,904 $175,000 36 -0- $9,595 

$31 , 000 -0- 225 -0- $420,300 $1,500,000 

$89,070 $353,997 $23,000 14 -0- $7,921 

$1 , 300,000 $7,512,568 -0- 106 

$10,000,000 $89,770,000 -0- 1,410 

$100,000 $354,193 $10,000 45 

-0- $85 , 090 

-0- $2,314,000 

-0- $11,401 

NEW JERSEY 

Atlantic City Payment to developer to re- $6 , 330 , 000 $40 , 120,000 -0- 33 
imburse the costs o f  reclaim- 
ing and developing an abandoned 
refuse site for the construc- 
tion o f  new multi-type housing 
for low- moderate to middle- 
income families. 

Camden Assistance in financing the $190,000 $560,000 $245,000 -0 - 
rehabilitation of vacant single- 
family housing units in the 
Parkside neighborhood for pur- 
chase by moderate-income fami- 
lies. 

603 $1,963,653 

35 $31,500 
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State and Cit Project Description 
7i!mm€+ continued) 

Cape Mw 

C1 ifton 

Clifton 

El i zabeth 

Hoboken 

Hudson County 

Irvington 

Irv ington 

Interest subsidies for rehab- 
ilitation o f  small comnercial 
establishments and rooming 
houses which support the tourist 
trade. 

Loan to mai 1 -order company to 
modernize its existing retail/ 
distribution center. 

Loan for the construction 
of two three-story office 
buildings and rehabilitation 
and refurbishment of the in- 
terior and exterior of an 
existing two-story facility. 

Principal-reduction subsi- 
dies of 25 percent of the 
cost of rehabilitating housing 
units occupied by low- and 
moderate-income renters. 

Second mortgage loan for re- 
novation and rehabilitation 
of historic Railroad/Ferry 
Terminal for use as film and 
television sound-stage stu- 
dios and associated facilities. 

Financial assistance for ex- 
pansion of national distribu- 
tion center and warehouse for 
American licensee of  designer 
clothing. 

Loan to manufacturer of dry 
cleaning equipment to pur- 
chase machinery for new pro- 
duct line. Company will build 
new addition to and rehabili- 
tate existing facilities. 

Financial assistance to con- 
struct new building in existing 
industrial park. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Units Revenue Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs 

$335,000 $1,097,500 -0- -0- -0- $8,110 

$100,000 $467,865 -0- 

$735,000 $9 , 755,030 -0- 

$250,000 $660,000 -0- 

$1,443,750 $7,595,810 $675,000 

$650,000 $8,500,000 -0- 

$75,000 $254,287 -0- 

20 

300 

-0- 

280 

97 

12 

$41,000 $544,540 -0- 7 

A-24 

-0- $8 , 000 

-0- $57,572 

400 $19,492 

-0- $42,750 

-0- $49,596 

-0- $5 , 482 

-0- $5 , 000 
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State and Cit Project Description 
TETixmd continued) 

Jersey City 

Linden 

Mi 1 lvi 1 le 

Montc lair 
Township 

Montclair 

Montclair 

Neptune 

Newark 

Loan to renovate and reha- 
bilitate an existing 15-story 
building to provide new office 
and retail space. 

Loan to manufacturer of wire, 
cable, and tubing products to 
acquire an existing warehouse 
and convert into manufacturing 
facility, construct new auto- 
mated warehouse and install 
new capital equipment. 

Princi pa 1 -reduct ion grants to 
e 1 ig i ble owner-occupants to 
rehab i 1 i tate residential pro- 
perti es. 

Loan to provide additional 
financing needed for a re- 
habilitation center to re- 
novate and expand its 
building . 
Second mortgage financing 
for the renovation of a 
building located in the 
central business district 
to be used for comnercial 
and retai 1 purposes. 

Loan for conversion of his- 
toric railroad station as a 
shopping center, demolition 
of existing overpass, street 
improvements, and construc- 
tion of pedestrian underpass. 

Principal-reduction subsidies 
to help owners of tourist 
rominghouses located in His- 
toric District rehabilitate 
their properties. 

Assistance in site preparation 
and construction of a toy re- 
tailer's warehouse to be lo- 
cated in a new industrial park. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue 

$824,000 $4,223,427 -0- 138 -0- $72,863 

$1,117,500 $13,351,150 -0- 208 -0- $121,781 

$337,750 $908,040 $90,260 

$125,000 $338,807 $100,000 

$350,000 $1,638,866 -0- 

$1,480,000 $9,985,946 -0- 

$72,000 $200,000 $30,000 

$915,000 $12,234,367 $1,200,000 

-0- 188 $14,750 

58 -0- -0- 

40 -0- $25,566 

250 -0- -0- 

7 -0- -0- 

55 -0- $262,603 



State and Cit Project Description 
7@3mmT+ continued) 

Newark 

Passaic 

Pennsauken 

Salem 

Salem 

Trenton 

Union County 

Vineland 

Second mortgage loan to re- 
habilitate a large downtown 
hote 1. 

Interest -reduction subsidies 
for rehabilitation loans to 
income-qualif ied homeowners. 

Shared-appreciation second 
mortgages to low- and mo- 
derate-income f ami 1 ies to 
purchase new townhouses. 
Mortgages are repayable upon 
resale or transfer of proper- 
ty. 

Loan to manufacturing company 
to purchase and rehabi 1 itate 
an existing building for use 
as a mineral processing faci- 
lity. 

Principal -reducti on subsidies 
for rehabilitation loans to 
qualified borrowers of owner- 
occupied 1-4 family units. 

Principal-reduction subsi- 
dies for loans to low- and 
moderate-income homeowners 
for energy saving and other 
improvements. 

Loan to employee-owned manu- 
facturing firm to help fi- 
nance purchase of capital 
equipment needed to keep 
company competitive. 

Interest-reduction subsidies 
for rehabilitation loans to 
i ncome-qua1 if ied owner -ocru- 
pants of residential proper- 
ties. 

APPENDIX 
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Other Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs 

$310,000 $941,213 -0- 46 

$575,760 $1,439,400 -0- -0- 

$190,000 $813,950 $142,990 -0- 

$700,000 $2,496,547 $50,000 

$210,000 $600,000 $50,000 

$140,000 $420,000 $140,000 

$2,000,000 $5,890,000 -0- 

$738,500 $2,250,000 -0- 

A-26 

72 

-0- 

-0- 

170 

-0- 

Estimated Estimated 
Housing Local Tax 
Units Revenue 

-0- $6 , 469 

308 -0- 

30 $21 , 541 

-0- $38,800 

100 $3 , 820 

70 -0- 

-0- -0- 

325 $40 , 640 



State and Cit Project Description 
-TiEmimd continued) 

Vine1 and 

West New York 

NEW MEXICO 

Las Vegas 

NEW YORK 

Auburn 

Batavia 

Buffalo 

Buffalo 

Principal-reduction subsidies 
for conventional loans to 
revitalize comnercial proper- 
ties located in the downtown 
area. 

Grants to assist low- and 
moderate-income homeowners 
rehabilitate their single- 
family houses. 

APPENDIX 
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Public improvements and park- 
ing necessary to spur resto- 
ration of historic hotel. 

Financial assistance for the 
construction of an addition 
to a vocational rehabili- 
tation center facility for 
the mentally and physically 
handicapped. 

Loan to a manufacturing 
company for the purchase of . 
machinery and equipment as 
part of relocation and expan- 
sion of operations. 

Loan to manufacturer of 
overhead radiant gas heating 
systems for construction of 
a new plant facility in city's 
industrial park and purchase 
of new machinery and capital 
equ i pment . 
Loan to macaroni manufacturer 
to purchase and install new 
equipment in expanded and 
rehabilitated production faci- 
1 i ties. 

UDAG Private 
Dollars Investment 

$344,000 81,088,550 

$398,500 $1,087,500 

$200,000 $1,379,865 

$136,000 $484,618 

$500,000 $3,860,719 

$575,000 $4,378,611 

$2,500,000 $10,588,848 

14-27 

Other Estimated 
Public Total New 
Do1 1 ars Jobs 

-0- 47 

-0- -0- 

$60,100 

$230,000 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

Estimated Estimated 
Housing Local Tax 
Units Revenue 

-0- $4,860 

325 -0- 

33 -0- $20,200 

148 -0- -0- 

200 -0- $84 , 018 

200 -0- $85,715 

80 -0- $101,241 
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State and C i t  -P ro jec t  Descript ion 
‘Mi nued 1 

Buf fa lo  

Bu f fa lo  

Buf fa lo  

E r i e  County 

Geneva 

Glen Town 

Hoosick F a l l s  

Second mr tgage  f inancing 
f o r  middle-income fami l i es  
and mortgage-reduction grants 
t o  low-income fami l i es  t o  
purchase new duplex houses 
t o  be constructed i n  h is-  
t o r i c  preservat ion area. 

Loan f o r  acqu is i t i on  and re-  
novation o f  a vacant former 
r e t a i l  complex for.  use as 
o f f i c e  and i n d u s t r i a l  space 
fo r  f u t u r e  tenants. 

Loan f o r  acqu is i t i on  and re-  
novation o f  a vacant r e f r i g -  
erated warehouse b u i l d i n g  and 
construct ion o f  four new bu i ld-  
ings f o r  use as a mul t i- tenant  
o f f i c e  and l i g h t  i n d u s t r i a l  
ccnnplex. 

Loan t o  bakery t o  renovate 
and expand i t s  bagel produc- 
t i o n  p lant .  

Loan t o  a union f o r  renova- 
t i o n  and construct ion o f  an 
add i t i on  t o  an e x i s t i n g  o f -  
f i ce / re ta i  1 bui ld ing.  

Loan t o  a manufacturer o f  
pressure con t ro l  instruments 
f o r  purchase o f  machinery and 
equipment as p a r t  o f  expan- 
s ion and renovation o f  e x i s t -  
ing  f a c i l i t i e s .  

Loan t o  a metal components 
manufacturer f o r  assistance 
i n  the purchase o f  a compu- 
te r- con t ro l led  p rec is ion  
boring and d r i l l i n g  machine. 

UDAG Pr ivate 
Dol lars  Investment 

$583,000 $2,202,916 

$1,020,000 $3,643,820 

$1,675 , 505 $5,039,333 

$653,000 $7,800,000 

$106,375 $360,490 

$185,000 $680,600 

Other Estimated 
Publ ic  Tota l  New 
Do1 1 ars Jobs 

$682 , 000 -0- 

-0- 890 

-0- 370 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

$37,400 $131,876 -0- 

Estimated 
Housing 

Uni ts  

42 

-0- 

-0- 

Estimated 
Local Tax 

Revenue 

$19,703 

-0- 

-0- 

90 -0- 849,077 

22 -0- $5,792 

75 -0- $5,570 

10 -0- $500 



State and C i t  Pro ject  Descript ion 
d i  nued 1 

APPENDIX 
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U DAG Pr i va te  
Dol lars  Investment 

Hoosick F a l l s  Loan t o  a valve manufacturer $108,000 $403,841 
t o  renovate and construct 
an addi t ion t o  i t s  e x i s t i n g  
f a c i l i t y .  Company w i l l  a lso 
purchase new machinery and 
equipment. 

Hudson 

Lackawanna 

Lockport 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

F inancia l  assistance t o  ex- $315,000 $1 , 362,947 
tens ive ly  r e h a b i l i t a t e  an o l d  
ho te l  and t o  const ruct  a new 
addit ion. 

Loan t o  renovate comnercial $200,000 $501 , 893 
space on f i r s t  f l o o r  o f  com- 
p l e t e l y  renovated hote l .  

Loan t o  a foundry f o r  ac- $102,180 $375 , 269 
q u i s i t i o n  o f  land on which 
t o  expand i t s  e x i s t i n g  f a c i -  
l i t y  and t o  purchase and 
i n s t a l l  new machinery and 
equipment. 

Loan t o  a m i n o r i t y  developer 
f o r  const ruct ion o f  a two- 
s t o r y  commercial bu i ld ing  i n  
the Bronx. 

Loan t o  photographic engrav- 
ing company f o r  purchase o f  
new p r i n t i n g  equipment and 
renovation o f  newly acquired 
bu i ld ing  i n  Queens. 

F inancia l  assistance i n  the 
conversion o f  an e x i s t i n g  two- 
s t o r y  masonry bu i ld ing  i n  Queens 
i n t o  a hotel,  restaurant/bar and 
banquet f a c i l i t y .  

Assistance i n  the develop- 
ment o f  a neighborhood 
shopping center i n  Queens. 

Other Estimated Estimated 
Publ ic Tota l  New Housing 
Dol lars  Jobs Uni ts  

-0- 24 -0- 

-0- 45 -0- 

-0- 45 -0- 

-0- 16 -0- 

$515,000 $1 , 558,566 $550,000 

$700,000 $4,426,081 $619,000 

$315,000 $1,026,289 $650,000 

$700,000 $3,127,890 -0- 

Estimated 
Local Tax 

Revenue 

$969 

-0- 

$13,450 

$2,523 

-0- $109,660 50 

$29 , 041 73 -0- 

32 -0- $35 , 000 

77 -0- $188,524 
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State and Cit Project Description 
M i  nued 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

Loan to assist in rehabili- 
tation of  a three-story 
building in West Harlem for 
use by a newly established 
recording and music publish- 
ing company. 

Loan to manufacturer of kit- 
chen textiles for construc- 
tion of new plant on site of 
former brewery in Brooklyn. 

Assistance in rehabi 1 i tat i ng 
nine historic brownstones in 
Harlem to permit comnuni ty 
mental health organization to 
move and expand its out-patient 
facilities and to provide re- 
sidential space for adolescents. 

Loan to a video service com- 
pany to purchase and renovate 
a warehouse in order to expand 
its operations on West 57th 
street. 

Assistance to rehabilitate 
the U.S.S. Intrepid, an air- 
craft carrier, for use as 
an air, space and naval 
museum to attract tourists. 
Project also involves reno- 
vation o f  46th Street pier. 

Loan to steel fabricator to 
purchase equipment as part of 
expansion of Queens operations. 

Loan to a metal fabricator 
for expansion of its operations 
in the South Bronx. 

Loan to provide portion of 
permanent financing for com- 
pletion of building shell to 
be used as supermarket in 
blighted neighborhood in 
Brook1 yn . 

Other 
UDAG Private Public 

Do1 lars Investment Do1 lars 

$150,000 $396,155 $1,171,500 

$1 , 115,000 $3,796,375 $2,363,896 

$575,000 $1,441,469 $1,903,000 

$472,500 $3,417,499 $600,000 

$4,540,000 $14,792,000 $2, 600,000 

$609,000 $7,359,005 -0- 

$930,000 $3,005,803 $940,000 

$319,000 $1,005,427 $600,000 

APPENDIX 
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Estimated 
Total New 

Jobs 

25 

200 

50 

75 

469 

32 

105 

52 

A-30 

Estimated Estimated 
Housing Local Tax 
Units Revenue 

-0- $12 , 616 

-0- -0- 

-0- $14,850 

-0- $105,488 

-0- $400,731 

-0- $324,600 

-0- $113,684 

-0- $34,127 

f 
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State and Cit Project Description 
. d i n u d  1 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

Newburgh 

Niagara Falls 

Assistance in the construc- 
tion of a new facility in 
Queens to serve as the whole- 
sale flower market for New 
York City. 

Interest wri te-downs on home 
improvement loans for low-incom 
homeowners in twelve neighbor- 
hoods throughout the city. 

Loan to company which con- 
structs theatre scenery to 
acquire and renovate two 
industrial buildings in the 
South Bronx to permit con- 
solidation and expansion of 
operations. 

Loan to rehabilitate the His- 
toric Apollo Theater in Harlem, 
and turn it into a top-rated 
facility for the production of 
cable television programing. 

Loan to paper company to 
acquire land and machinery 
necessary for construction 
of new manufacturing facility 
to expand operations in 
Brook 1 yn . 
Loan to an assembler of com- 
mercial and industrial vacuum 
cleaners to acquire and reha- 
bilitate an industrial facility 
to provide expansion for new 
product 1 ine. 

Loan to major local retail- 
ing firm to make leasehold 
improvements as anchor tenant 
in new downtown mall. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue 

$1,260,000 $3,668,408 $1,395,000 142 -0- $151,258 

$3,108,750 $10,362,500 -0- -0- -0- -0- 

$527,566 $1,437,807 $1,546,000 100 -0 - -0- 

$1,575,000 $4,350,000 -0- 

$644,000 $2,698,680 -0- 

-0- $193,094' 128 

60 -0- $60,000 

$309,000 $779,734 $423,000 70 -0- $24,078 

-0- $850, aoo $2 , 840 095 48 -0- $141,847 



State and Cit Project Description 
, d i  nued 1 
Niagara Falls 

Norwich 

Ogdensburg 

Port Jervis 

Potsdam 

Rochester -_ 

Rochester 

Loan to partially finance 
the acquisition and renova- 
tion of a closed-down steel 
fabricating plant. Company 
will upgrade machinery to be 
able to perform more complex 
work and expand product line 

APPENDIX 
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Revenue Units Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs 

$187,000 $730,485 $382,000 37 -0- $11,606 

Loan to help producer of $346,560 $4,343,063 -0- engine systems to construct 
new addition to existing 
manufacturing complex. 

Loan to assist in the con- $200,000 $752,154 $275,000 
struction of a new building 
in an existing industrial park 
which will house three manu- 
facturers and a Foreign Trade 
Zone. 

Loan to sportswear manufact- $61,900 $232,833 $83,188 
urer for purchase of computer 
equipment and to assist in 
renovation and expansion of 
plant and office facilities. 

Loan to assist in the reha- $112,279 $339,763 $47,143 
bilitation of fire-damaged 
comnercial structures and the 
construction of new apartment 
units in historic section of 
central business district. 

Loan to major corporation $937,000 $4, 787,344 -0- to assist in construc- 
tion o f  new addition to 
existing plant, a new parking 
lot and connecting pedestrian 
bridge. 

Loan to assist developer in $1 , 040,000 $3,994,562 -0- 
the acquisition, demolition 
and redevelopment costs of a 
site on which to construct a 
new neighborhood shopping 
center. 

A-32 

200 -0- $35,000 

72 -0- $20,583 

36 -0- $1,655 

27 13 $22,251 

380 -0- $81,907 

125 -0- 547,057 
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State and Cit Project Description 
h i  nued ] 

Rochester 

Schenectady 

Schenect ady 

Sherburne 
Village 

Syracuse 

Syracuse 

Syracuse 

Loan to assist in the major 
rehabilitation and refur- 
nishing of a closed hotel 
to reopen as a first-class 
f aci 1 ity . 
Second mortgage for conver- 
sion of vacant school build- 
ing into market-rate apartments 
for moderate-income tenants and 
off-street parking. School 
building eligible for inclu- 
sion on National Register of 
Historic Places. 

Loan to convert vacant down- 
town department store into 
apartments for moderate- to 
middle-income tenants, first- 
floor comnercial space and 
parking. Building eligible 
for inclusion on National Re- 
gister of Historic Places. 

Loan to assist electric wire 
and cable manufacturer con- 
struct new plant and acquire 
machinery and equipment for 
processing raw copper material 
into continuous cast copper 
redraw. Company will also 
invest in new equipment in 
nearby city. 

Loan to heavy equipment manu- 
facturer to assist in moderni- 
zation and expansion of existing 
service and distribution center. 

Loan to assist newly estab- 
lished manufacturer of luggage 
and sporting bags, acquire 
and rehabi 1 i tate vacant structure. 

UDAG Private 
Dollars Investment 

$3 , 000,000 $7,526,261 

$250,000 $779,318 

$1,308,000 $4,289,640 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Public Total New Housing Local Tax 
Dollars Jobs Units Rev'enue 

-0- 380 -0- $133,819 

-0- -0- 24 $15,122 

$60 , 000 

$1,796,000 $7,450,000 $1,000,000 

8100,000 $637,303 $482,000 

$150,000. $472,932 $180,000 

Loan to assist storm window $375,000 $1,398,956 -0- 
manufacturer to purchase equip- 
ment in order to expand opera- 
tions. 

12 80 $35,460 

175 -0- $29,486 

25 -0- $14,546 

200 0- $6,700 

55 -0- -0- 
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State and Cit 
mdi rip 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue 

83 8 0- $689,779 Syracuse Loan to developer to assist $7,500,000 $43,871,374 -0- 
in construction of major down- 
town office/shopping mall com- 
plex and associated parking 
garage. 

facturer of metal window and 
door systems to expand its 
production and warehouse faci- 
lities. 

Syracuse Financial assistance to manu- $290 , 000 $1 , 1 15 , 577 $400,000 25 -0- $56,222 

Syracuse Loan to Syracuse Economic 
Development Corporati on to 
acquire and rehabilitate 
vacant structure for lease 
to two expanding small busi- 
nesses. 

Loan to assist plumbing and 
heating equipment firm in 
building renovation to sup- 
port expansion of operations 
and preparation of space for 
lease to outside tenants. 

Syracuse 

$260,000 $752,622 $246,000 

$100,000 $369,135 $95,000 

Troy Financial assistance to re- $1,897,499 $6,067,215 $475,000 
novate and restore nine his- 
toric warehouse buildings 
located in central business 
district and convert into 
market-rate apartments, re- 
tail specialty shops and com- 
mercial storage space. 
Project will include under- 
ground parking and City will 
build adjacent park along 
Hudson River . 

Utica Loan to distributor of hos- $123,600 $547,303 -0- 
pita1 equipment to help 
renovate vacant downtown 
building to provide space 
for expansion of local opera- 
tions. 
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25 -0- $35,414 

104 -0- $8,957 

40 85 $78,194 

22 -0- $8,500 
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Pr i va te  Publ ic  Tota l  New Housing Local Tax 

Uni ts  Revenue Dol lars  Investment Dol lars  Jobs State and C i t  Pro ject  Descript ion 
-&-i nued) 

Waterv l ie t  Loan t o  f a c i l i t a t e  proposed 
expansion p r o j e c t  by pa in t  
company t o  augment e x i s t i n g  
product ion and warehouse ca- 
pacity.  

$80,000 $615,838 -0- 18 -0- $13,847 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Davidson Loan t o  ass is t  producer o f  
a i r  canpressors t o  construct 
new manufacturing p l a n t  next 
t o  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t y ;  grant 
t o  City t o  const ruct  requi red 
sewer improvements. 

$800,000 $12 , 098,000 -0- 85 -0- $37,472 

$36 , 275 $154 , 700 -0- 8 6 $1 , 500 Lumberton Loan t o  help f inance devel- 
opment o f  a mixed-use, 
two-and-one-half s t o r y  pro- 
j e c t  i nvo lv ing  o f f i c e  space 
and r e s i d e n t i a l  u n i t s  f o r  
low- and moderate-income 
tenants. 

Monroe -0- 142 -0- $86 , 959 Loan t o  a manufacturing com- $1 , 100,000 $18,230,000 
pany t o  help f inance the 
purchase , renovat i o n  and 
expansion o f  a vacant p l a n t  
t o  be used f o r  the produc- 
t i o n  o f  e lec t ron ic  t rans fo r-  
mer parts. 

She 1 by -0- 22 12 $3,024 Loan t o  help pay costs o f  6200,000 $800,712 
renovating h i s t o r i c  downtown 
b u i l d i n g  f o r  use as o f f i c e  
space and r e n t a l  apartments. 

Warsaw $1,040,000 $11,880,551 -0- 118 -0- $118,000 Loan t o  be used by tex-  
t i l e  company t o  help pur- 
chase and i n s t a l l  open-end 
spinning equipment over a 
three-year planned expansion. 

A-35 
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NORTH CAROLINA (continued) 
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue 

Winston-Salem Second mortgage loan for $340,000 $1,322,255 $504,000 80 -0- $60,132 
construction of a retail 
shopping center to be lo- 
cated on Urban Renewal land 
in East Winston neighbor- 
hood. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Cando Loan to help construct and 
equip an egg-producing fa- 
ci 1 ity. 

Devils Lake Loan to assist in conver- 
sion of the boilers used 
to supply the City's dis- 
trict heating system from 
gas-fired to solid-waste 
fired boilers. 

OHIO 

Akron Loan to help construct two 
new industrial buildings 
containing office and manu- 
facturing space which will 
be leased to small busi- 
nesses. 

Cambridge Streetscaping, sewer lines 
for a new building, and 
loans to businesses for 
renovation to stimulate 
revitalization of the 
Central Business Dis- 
tri ct, 

Canton Loan to rehabilitate va- 
cant downtown hotel into 
office and retail space and 
for construction of park- 
ing garage. 

$460,000 $2,185,825 -0- 

$500,000 $1,739,105 $300,000 

$350,000 $1,927,762 $47,000 

$141,700 $867,731 $130,000 

$900,000 $5,075,000 -0- 
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20 

8 

40 

22 

134 

-0- $6,750 

-0- -0- 

-0- $71,937 

-0- $10,785 

-0- $106,496 
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Canton 

C1 eve land 

Cleveland 

C1 eve 1 and 

Columbus 

Columbus 

UDAG Pr i va te  
Pro ject  Descr i p t  i on Dol lars  Investment 

Loan t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  a va- $965,000 $11,615,000 
cant h igh school b u i l d i n g  
i n t o  a mixed-use f a c i l i t y  
which w i l l  include a nursing 
home, day care centers, med- 
i c a l  o f f i c e s  and r e t a i l  
shops. 

Loan t o  help const ruct  a new $1,050,000 $5,450,000 
theatre, and t o  convert a 
vacant former r e t a i l  b u i l d -  
ing i n t o  r e n t a l  space, a res-  
taurant  and support f a c i l i t i e s  
f o r  an e x i s t i n g  theatre com- 
plex i n  the downtown Playhouse 
Square area. 

Loan t o  ass is t  i n  renova- 
t i o n  o f  a vacant warehouse 
and conversion i n t o  Class 
A o f f i c e  space. Bu i ld ing  
i s  located i n  area current-  
l y  under considerat ion as 
h i s t o r i c  d i s t r i c t .  

Assistance i n  expansion and 
renovation o f  a nursing 
home w i th  improved re la ted  
service space. 

Loan t o  ass is t  i n  Phase I 
o f  renovation and expansion 
o f  Ohio Theatre. Improve- 
ments w i l l  include a m u l t i -  
l e v e l  Ar ts  Pavi l ion,  an expanded 
stage, numerous support f a c i l i t i e s  
and an open a i r  Esplanade. 

Loan f o r  Phase I 1  o f  Ohio 
Theatre renovation and ex- 
pansion. Improvements w i l l  
include i n t e r i o r  renovation 
and construct ion o f  the 
theatre stage and basement 
and i l i t e r i o r s  o f  the new 
Esplanade. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Publ ic  Tota l  New Housing Local Tax 
Do1 l a r s  Jobs Uni ts  Revenue 

-0- 190 -0- $174,870 

-0- 

$840,000 $5,366,656 -0- 

$938,870 $4,045,342 -0- 

$1,500,000 $4,000,000 $2,000,000 

$soo,ooo $1,678,500 -0- 

124 

132 

105 

119 

58 

,0- $42,880 

-0- $122,234 

-0- $99,808 

-0- $131,458 

-0- $60,158 

L 



State and Cit - &d 1 
Elyria 

Kent 

Lincoln Heights 

Lorain 

Marion 

Martins Ferry 

Massillon 

Nelsonville 

Project Description 

Loan to manufacturer o f  
wheelchairs and Datient 

~~ 
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aids 
to construct new’ addition 
to existing facility. 

Loan to help milk proces- 
sor construct new plant 
to produce butter, margarine 
and a butter-margarine blend. 

Loan for construction of 
building in new industrial 
park for lease as light 
manufacturing and warehouse 
space. 

Loan to assist in purchase 
of capital equipment to 
be installed in renovated 
facilities to permit expan- 
sion of  firm which provides 
linen rental services to 
area hospitals. 

Loan to assist in construc- 
tion of new 100-bed nursing 
home. 

Grant to City to help pay 
the cost of extending a sewer 
line to service steel 
pipe coupling plant. As a 
result, company will maintain 
existing facilities and ex- 
pand operations. 

Loan to help heating and 
coo 1 i ng systems manufacturer 
finance construction of a 
new facility necessary for 
expansion of operations. 

Loan to help renovate his- 
toric building, nearly des- 
troyed by fire several years 
ago, for retail use on first 
floor with theatre on second 
floor. 

Other 
UDAG Private Public 

Dollars Investment Dollars 

$330,375 $4,074,625 $2,000,000 

$970,000 $12,943,000 $800,000 

$948,400 $3,522,000 -0- 

$250,000 $1,671,302 -0- 

$532,000 $2,571,170 $2,698,170 

$350,000 $1,700,000 $685,886 

$112,560 $589,344 -0 - 

$232,000 $679,831 -0- 

A-38 

Estimated 
Total New 

Jobs 

280 

140 

115 

130 

85 

80 

19 

23 

Estimated 
Housing 
Units 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

Estimated 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$201,097 

$122,500 

$83 , 604 

-0- $12,593 

-0- $32,248 

-0- $5 , 200 

-0- $54,563 

-0- $20 , 162 
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State and C i t  Pro ject  Descript ion - m d d  ) 

New Boston 

Toledo 

Toledo 

Toledo 

We1 1 s ton 

Wilmington 

Youngstown 

Loan t o  purchase c a p i t a l  
equipment f o r  new motel-res- 
taurant  development. 

Loan f o r  the const ruct ion o f  
connection between a hospi- 
t a l  and the upper f l o o r s  o f  
adjacent hote l  bu i ld ing  
which i s  being converted i n t o  
a l i v i n g  care center w i th  doc- 
t o r ' s  o f f i c e s  and other heal th  
re la ted  f a c i l i t i e s  on the 
lower f l o o r s .  

Loan t o  help f inance con- 
s t r u c t i o n  o f  485-space park- 
ing  f a c i l i t y  t o  be located 
i n  downtown area. A loca l  church 
w i l l  construct a p laza over 
a por t ion  o f  the f a c i l i t y .  

Loan t o  help f inance con- 
s t ruc t ion  o f  an o f f i c e  
bu i ld ing  t o  be located i n  
downtown development area. 

Loan t o  company which makes 
prepared I t a l i a n  foods t o  
ass is t  i n  expansion o f  
e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s .  

Low- interest second mortgage 
loan t o  subsidize ren ta ls  a t  
l eve ls  t h a t  lower-income e l -  
der l y  tenants can a f fo rd  i n  
new add i t i on  t o  be constructed 
i n  e l d e r l y  housing complex. 

Loan t o  help construct hote l ,  
parking garage and mini-con- 
vent ion center on vacant urban 
renewal land i n  downtown area. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Pr ivate Publ ic Tota l  New Housing Local Tax 

Dol lars  Investment Dol lars  Jobs Uni ts  Revenue. 

$210,000 $1,736,500 -0- 42 -0 - $53,416 

$219,000 $3,000,000 -0- 224 -0- $85 , 660 

$2,500,000 $7,644,830 -0- 4 -0- $114,740 

$7,500,000 $19,490,070. -0- 320 -0- $348,225 

$575,000 $7,520,450 -0- 148 -0- $27,645 

$482,000 $1,397,549 -0- 5 52 $19,953 

$2,000,000 $12,385,658 -0- 237 -0- $324,340 



FISCAL 

State and Citl Project Description 

OKLAHOMA 

Frederick Grant to City to upgrade water 
lines and increase electric power 
to industrial park. Improvements 
will spur imnediate investment for 
new equipment to permit existing 
business to expand and reduce fire 
insurance rates for all occupants. 

Haniny 

Stroud 

OREGON 

Corvallis 

Portland 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Grant to City for street and 
sidewalk improvements to sti- 
mulate, business investment 
in the Central Business Dis- 
tri ct . 
Second mortgage loan to 
construct building to be 
occupied by new wholesale 
auto auction business. 

Loan to assist in rehabi- 
litation and conversion of 
historic hotel into rental 
apartments at rates afford- 
able to elderly persons. 
Project is located in downtown 
"pocket of poverty" area. 

Loan to help finance reno- 
vation o f  historic theatre 
building for use as office 
space and a specialty re- 
tail center. 

A1 lentown Second mortgage financing 
for rehabilitation of va- 
cant historic building to 
provide office and retail 
space. ' City wi 1 1  construct 
parking garage which will 
be connected to the build- 
ing via a covered walkway. 

APPENDIX 
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Units Revenue Dollars Investment Dollars. Jobs 

-0- 134 -0- -0- $800,000 $2,221,772 

$90,000 $233,780 -0- 

$78,750 6282,576 -0- 

$210.000 $883,266 $200,000 

$1,020,000 $4,770,980 -0- 

$1,020,000 $3,074,000 -0- 

A-40 

4 

16 

2 

144 

156 

-0- $7,922 

-0- $68,228 

53 $34,560 

-0- $13,500 

-0- $41,600 
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State and Cit Project Description - con- 
A1 lentown 

Allentown 

Beth lehem 

Chester 

Coal Township 

Easton 

Ford City 

Haz 1 eton 

Larksville 

UDAG Private 
Dollars Investment 

Second mortgage financing $735,000 $2,956,086 
for development of 8-story 
office building in CBO. 

Loan to aid financing for $1,510,000 $4,841,359 
new downtown office build- 
ing and garage. 

Rehabilitation grants to $112,500 $337,500 
low- and moderate-income 
homeowners to supplement 
loans fran private lender. 
Grants to be repaid if house 
is sold or refinanced within 
12 years. 

Financial assistance to con- 
struct new downtown office 
building and parking area. 

Financial assistance to pay 
for extraordinary site dev- 
elopment costs associated 
with construction of new 
retai 1 f aci 1 ity. 

Interest rate subsidies on 
rehabilitation loans to low- 
and moderate-income. 

Loan to rehabilitate a fa- 
cility for an industrial 
lifting device manufacturer 
and to individually meter 
utilities for additional 
industrial users moving into 
an industrial park. 

Other Estimated 
Public Total New 
Do1 1 ars Jobs 

-0- 90 

-0- 154 

-0- -0- 

$600,000 $2,400,000 -0- 

$538,000 $3,091,200 -0- 

$190,000 $1,000,000 -0- 

$436,772 $2,501,700 $1,251,600 

Loan to plastics manufacturer $1,000,000 $3,239,820 $1,000,000 
to expand and renovate exist- 
ing 'facility, make site im- 
provements and purchase new 
equ i pment . 

ond mortgages to income- 
qualified purchasers of new 
three-bedroom houses. 

Interest-free permanent sec- $228,480 $627,400 -0- 

-0- 

100 

-0- 

42 

100 

-0- 

Estimated 
Housing 
Units 

-0- 

-0- 

100 

Estimated 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$111,063 

$361,234 

$3,443 

-0- $55,000 

-0- $57,900 

150 -0- 

-0- $3,638 

-0- $30,450 

20 $3,096 

A-41 
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State and Cit Project Description Pent i nued 1 

Luzerne, 
County 

Meadvi 1 le 

Philadelphia 

Philadelphia 

Phi 1 adelphia 

Phi 1 adelphia 

Loan to Dutch corporation 
to purchase equipment for 
new plant to manufacture 
egg rolls. 

Loan to synthetic fiber 
manufacturer to add raw 
material processing capa- 
bility at its existing plant. 

Financial assistance to mi- 
nority developer for the 
renovation of vacant thea- 
tre building as 2,200-seat 
performance hall , lounge and 
restaurant in North Philadel- 
phia. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Revenue Units Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs 

$205,000 $609,410 $280,000 39 -0- -0- 

$730,000 $2,395,486 $100,000 100 -0- $10,347 

$250,000 $896,309 $261,900 50 -0 - $46,756 

Loan to help company which $300,000 $1,070,384 -0- 
designs and installs interior 
trade fixtures and retail lay- 
outs expand its present opera- 
tions. Expansion involves 
acquisition of a vacant adja- 
cent building and construction 
of a new building. 

Loan to assist in the con- $337,000 $2,861,072 $100,000 
struction of a minority- 
owned 120-bed nursing fa- 
cility on urban renewal 
land in North Philadelphia. 

Loan to manufacturer of $206,000 $957,751 $432,000 
cushioning materials to pur- 
chase new capital equipment 
to support expansion of 
operations. 

A-42 

50 -0- 657,619 

63 -0- $103,155 

29 -0- $34,859 



State and Cit Project Description 
TTwmmid cont i nued ) 

Pittsburgh 

Pottstown 
Borough 

Scranton 

Scranton 

Wash ing ton 
County 

Westmoreland 
County 

York County 

Loan to assist in Second 
Phase development of in- 
dustrial park. Involves 
construction of seven 
buildings for use as in- 
dustrial and office space. 

Second mortgage loan to 
construct facility to be, 
used for storage, final 
assembly and shipping by 
furniture manufacturer. 

Second mortgage loan to 
developer to rehabi 1 itate 
historic railroad station 
as luxury hotel, restau- 
rant and conference center. 

Loan to assist in renovation 
and expansion of rehabili- 
tation hospital and construc- 
tion of adjacent 180-bed 
nursing home. 

Low-rate second mortgage fi- 
nancing for low- and mod- 
erate-income purchasers 
of new single-family housing 
in five towns within the 
County. 

Loan to assist steel pro- 
ducer expand its specialty 
steel plant in West Leech- 
burg. 

Loan to electronic con- 
trol equipment manufacturer 
for assistance in relocation 
and expansion of its manufact- 
uring operation. Project 
involves site acquisition, 
construction o f  new facility 
and installation of new pro- 
duction equipment. 

APPENDIX 
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue 

$300,000 $2 , 389,000 -0- 162 -0- $69,537 

$2,993 , 130 $14,484,618 -0- 210 -0- $250,000 

$2,695,000 $8,742,120 $1 , 602,000 245 -0- -0- 

$4,160,000 $19,346,750 

$672,600 $2,523,566 

$775,000 $10,325,000 

$860,000 $9,602,557 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

127 

-0- 

159 

38 1 

A-43 

-0- -0- 

60 $28,355 

-0- -0- 

-0- $144,214 

f 
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 

State and City Pro ject  Descript ion 
PUERTO RICO 

UOAG Pr ivate Publ ic Total New Housing Local Tax 
Revenue Uni ts  Do 1 1 ars Investment Do 1 1 ars Jobs 

$429,187 $1,200,000 -0- -0- 213 -0- Bayamon Write-down o f  i n t e r e s t  r a t e  
on r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  loans t o  
homeowners i n  selected neigh- 
borhoods. 

$3,341,000 $12,060,992 -0 - 337 -0- $385,136 Bayamon Financia l  assistance t o  con- 
s t r u c t  a mul t i- bui ld ing,  p r i -  
vate 450-bed psych ia t r i c  
hospi ta l  complex. 

$78,750 $561,998 -0- 17 -0- $10,000 Bayamon Loan t o  help new company re -  
habi 1 i t a t e  e x i s t i n g  bu i ld ing  
i n  i n d u s t r i a l  park and pur- 
chase equipment necessary t o  
manufacture pressurized ves- 
sels, tanks and cy l inders f o r  
l i q u i d  gas. 

Bayamon Loan t o  help new business 
purchase machinery and equip- 
ment f o r  the  manufacture o f  
a c m p l e t e  l i n e  o f  deter-  
gents and cleaners. 

Loan t o  ass is t  i n  construc- 
t i o n  o f  new c o n e r c i a l  bu i ld-  
ing f o r  food processing and 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  company. 

C v e y  

$50,000 $151,180 -0- 

$500,000 $2,441,373 -0- 

Dorado Loan t o  a s s i s t  cement com- $1,990,600 $8,082,386 -0- 
pany convert from o i  1-f  i r e d  
t o  c o a l - f i r e d  k i l n s  t o  reduce 
o i l  imports and a l low p r i c e  
reductions. 

Guaynabo Loan t o  a i d  new operat ion $175,000 $644,105 -0- 
purchase sophist icated equip- 
ment f o r  the manufacture 
o f  disposable p l a s t i c  plates, 
cups and u tens i l s .  W i l l  r e-  
duce imports. 

Guaynabo Financia l  assistance f o r  con- $224,758 $788,474 
s t ruc t ion  o f  new bu i ld ing  t o  
al low expansion o f  p r i v a t e  
school t o  serve 400 ch i ld ren  
from pre-kindergarten through 
grade twelve. 

A-44 

-0- 

12 -0- $61 , 245 

55 -0- $61,109 

32 -0- $244,895 

20 -0- $6,381 

20 -0- $16,352 
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State and Cit Project Description 
@onti nudl 

Guaynabo 

Ponce 

Ponce 

San Juan 

San Juan 

San Juan 

San Juan 

Toa Baja 

Loan to assist in the con- 
struction of a new facility 
to permit a warehousing and 
cold storage business to 
consolidate and expand its 
operations. 

Assistance to reconstruct 
City-owned pier to enable 
cement company to use the 
pier to receive coal once 
its conversion from oil-to- 
coal project is completed. 

Assistance for construction 
of five new buildings to 
house a four-year regional 
campus of the Inter-American 
University. 

Loan to assist' in the con- 
struction of a new campus 
for the Puerto Rico Junior 
College. 

Financial assistance to a 
hospital for the purchase of 
low-energy radio therapy equ i p- 
ment to enable it to increase 
number of daily treatments. 

Public improvements and loan 
to developer of mixed-use 
resident i a1 , comnerc ial /ret ai 1 

UDAG Private 
Do1 1 ars Investment 

$635,000 $1,793,556 

$2,782,000 $17,031,446 

$1,000 , 000 $4,323 , 211 

$1, 680,000 $5, 730,546 

$131,010 $339,740 

Other Estimated 
Public Total New 
Dollars Jobs 

-0- 78 

-0- 90 

-0- 256 

-0- 178 

-0- 20 

and industrial /manuf act uri ng complex. 

Loan to assist in rehabili- 
tation of an office building 
and construction of a new 
addition in a restored area 
of Old San Juan. 

Loan to finance site and 
rehabilitation costs to 
permit renovation o f  an 
abandoned factory building 
for use as a discount 
s upemarket . 

$205 , 350 $675,000 -0- 

$596,338 $1,999,015 -0- 

A-45 

Estimated 
Housing 
Units 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

260 

Estimated 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$47,471 

$372,272 

$250,000 

$255,360 

$20,000 

$328,682 

30 -0- $24,000 

127 -U- $145,835 

$3,159,001 $10,312,595 $1,000,000 60 



State and Cit Pro'ect Description 
h o n t ? n u i d )  

Vega Baja 

RHODE ISLAND 

Central Falls 

Providence 

Prov idencc 

Warwi ck 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Char 1 es ton 

Elloree 

Neeses 

Financial assistance to con- 
struct a 150-bed acute care 
general hospital in an area 
presently lacking any medi- 
care-cert if ied hospi t a 1s . 

Loan for acquisition and 
renovation of a vacant his- 
toric school into market- 
rate rental apartments. 

Loan to assist in develop- 
ment of downtown office 
tower and parking garage. 

Loan to help develop an 
office building, public 
plaza and parking garage 
to be located in historic 
section of downtown. 

Loan to assist in construction 
of a 225-room first-class hotel. 

APPEND I X 
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Financial assistance in re- 
habilitation of former 
tobacco company bu i lding 
to be used as business 
technology and job training 
center to aid residents of 
East Side target area. 

Grant to City to construct 
a water and sewer facility 
to accomnodate a new plant 
to be operated by a door 
manufacturer . 
Loan to help rebuild a super- 
market which had recently 
burned down. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Revenue Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units 

$2,600,000 $13,063,017 

$70,000 $208,000 

$7 , 050,000 $43 , 662 , 200 

$1,550,000 $22,571,540 

82,020,000 $15,780,000 

$430,500 $2 , 665 , 805 

$651,000 $2,639 , 889 

$157,500 $887,000 

-0- $138,600 -0- 274 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 10 $2,000 

683 -0- $563,694 

380 -0- $359,000 

225 -0- $300,000 

324 -0- $56,000 

75 

38 

-0- $15,750 

-0- -0- 
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue State and Cit 
? 3 a n m d  

Project Description 

Sioux Falls Loan to assist in renova- 
tion of vacant historic 
department store building 
for use as office, retail 
and restaurant space. 

$630,000 $3 , 731,520 -0- 150 -0- $54,132 

TENNESSEE 

Bristol Loan to acquire a former 
downtown YMCA building and 
renovate it for use as of- 
fice, retail and restaurant 
space. City will build new 
parking facilities across 
the street to be leased to 
developer. 

Assistance to City and 
County to construct a new 
convention center adjacent 
to new 350-room hotel. Com- 
plex to be located in South 
Central Business District. 

$350 , 000 $1 , 500,000 -0- 110 -0- $39,322 

$3,000,000 $21,335,416 $7,959,000 Chattanooga 390 -0- $179 

Chattanooga Financial assistance for the $1 , 185,548 $3,048,197 
construction of rental aoart- 

-0- 

-0- 

$20,000 

-0- 115 $60 , 000 

ment units in the Brainerd 
neighborhood. Majority of 
units will be available for 
elderly and/or handicapped 
persons and the balance for 
low- or moderate-income per- 
sons. 

Assistance for streets and 
access, site improvements, 
and water and sewer facili- 
ties for a new apartment 
complex to house employees 
of new industry in town. 

Loan to assist apparel manu- 
facturer to purchase equip- 
ment for installation in 
renovated production and 
warehouse f aci 1 i ties. 

Dick son $106,487 $2,511 , 790 3 

300 

90 $23 , 500 

-0- $2 , 182 Henderson $930,800 

A-47 

$180,000 

~ 
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State and Cit Project Description 
b t i n u e d ]  

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Dollars Investment Do1 lars Jobs Units Revenue 

Knoxvi 1 le 

Memphis 

Mt. Pleasant 

Mt. Pleasant 

Nashv i 1 le 

TEXAS 

Cleburne 

Loan to assist in develop- $1,000,000 $11,508,111 $1,435,000 294 -0- $227,861 
ment of new retail mall and 
underground parking garage. 

Financing assistance to a $180,000 $1,022,000 -0- 30 22 $3 , 076 
minority-owned development 
firm to renovate an old 
vacant hotel into retail 
and comnercial space and 
residential units. 

Second mortgage subsidies 
to qualified low- and mo- 
der ate - i ncome homebuyer s 
of single-family houses on 
sites scattered throughout 
the City. 

$240,000 $721,000 $15,000 -0- 24 $5,000 

Loan to a tire mold company $52,000 $225,000 -0- 15 
to construct a new building 
in an industrial park, pur- 
chase new equipment and ex- 
pand its operations. 

Financial assistance for 69,750,000 $66,092.398$47,417,500 1,147 
construction of City-owned 
convention center, parking 
garage and pedestrian cir- 
culation. Supports private 
development of hotel and 
shopping mall as part of 
major complex. Three-fourths 
of new jobs to be created 
will be filled by residents 
of City's "pocket of poverty" 
area. 

$10,566 -0- 

-0- $2,062,510 

Loan to manufacturer of com- 
mercial rubber products to 
purchase new equipment to 
support expansion of its manu- 
facturing and distribution 
operations at Cleburne plant. 

$675,000 $6,880,000 -0- 40 -0- $93,686 



State and Cit Project Description 
b e d  ) 

Gal veston 

UTAH - 
Salt Lake City 

VERMONT 

Brattleboro 

St. Albans 

VIRGINIA 

Newport News 

Second mortgage loan to dev- 
elop new 300-room hotel with 
convention facilities and re- 
lated amenities. City will 
improve street maintenance 
and make beach replacements 
to support hotel development. 

APPENDIX 
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Loan to assist financial 
services company construct 
a new headquarters office 
building in area targeted 
for revitalization. 

Loan to Brattleboro Dev- 
elopment Credit Corp. to 
provide access road, utili- 
ties, sewer and water to a 
site on which BDCC will build 
a new plant to lease to a 
local company which is con- 
solidating and expanding its 
operations. 

Loans to property owners in 
downtown Historical District 
to assist them to renovate 
and improve their buildings. 
City will renovate park which 
serves as central common in 
the City. 

Loan to help develop 
neighborhood shopping 
center. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Revenue Do1 1 ars Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Units 

$1,365,000 $17,484,765 -0- 256 -0- $537,310 

$1,155,000 $6,166,660 $150,000 

$250,000 $1,125,448 $1,200,000 

$287,000 $834,765 $543,800 

A-49 

~ 

100 -0- $18,190 

91 -0- $46,518 

9 

46 

2 $8,400 

$20,636 -0- 
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State and Cit Project Description 
h i  n u 4  1 

Norfolk 

Roanoke 

Suffo 1 k 

WASHINGTON 

Seatt 1 e 

Seattle 

Seatt 1 e 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue 

Grant to pay portion of $1,5aa,ooo sia,goo,ooo $2,991,600 564 -0- -0- 
costs o f  new City-owned 
parking garage to enable 
construction of new Class A 
office building in downtown 
location. 

tation of partially occu- 
pied 12-story office’building 
in prime downtown location. 

Portion of Action Grant to $720,000 $5,632,543 -0- 175 -0- $47,677 
provide water and sewer 
service to industrial area 
and balance as loan to Brit- 
ish corporation to help pay 
for construction of new poly- 
mer manufacturing facility. 

Loan to aid in rehabili- $300,000 $867,720 -0- 100 -0- $25,740 

Second mortgage financing 
for a mixed-use development 
in Pioneer Square Historic 
District. Project will in- 
volve both new construction 
and rehabilitation to pro- 
vide retail space, parking, 
condominiums and rental 
housing units. 

Loan to assist in rehabili- 
tation of vacant six-story 
office building located in 
Pioneer Square Historic Dis- 
trict to provide both retail 
and office space. 

$1,6M),OOO $11,253,275 -0- 

$939,000 $5,783,788 -0- 

Partial financing for reno- $615,000 $3,625,000 -0- 
vation of an existing vacant 
warehouse complex for use as 
liclht industrial and associa- 
ted office space. 

157 

137 

175 

45 510ti,2a~ 

-0- $7U,577 

-0- $7,234 

A-50 
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State and Cit Project Description & N continued) 

Tacoma 

Tacoma 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Char 1 eston 

Follansbee 

Par kers bur g 

WISCONSIN 

Baraboo 

Durand 

Second mortgage financing for 
a first-class downtown 328- 
room hotel with retail space, 
restaurant and cocktail lounge 
and parking garage. 

Loan to assist in construc- 
tion of 22-story office build- 
ing with retail space on 
ground floor in downtown 
1 ocat ion. 

Loan to assist in rehabi- 
litation of former hotel 
in downtown location as 
an office building . 
Financial assistance to 
extend water and sewer lines 
and to construct a new shop- 
ping plaza. 

Loan to glass company to 
purchase capital equipment 
and renovate its plant in 
order to expand production 
capacity. 

Loan to help a plastic pro- 
ducts manufacturer expand 
its operations by construc- 
ting an addition to existing 
building and purchasing a 
new CAD-CAM system. 

Loan to assist in construc- 
tion of utilities and site 
improvements necessary for 
development of 30-bed 
hospital and 60-bed nursing 
home. 

Other Estimated Estimated Estjmated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

00 1 1 ars Investment Do 1 1 ar s Jobs Units Revenue 

$4,050,000 $20,496,400 $450,000 270 -0- $494,315 

$4,010,000 $31,963,085 -0- 750 -0- -0- 

$1,600,000 $4,035 , 820 -0- 

$510,000 $2,607 , 109 -0- 

$110,000 $1,006,721 -0- 

$303 , 450 $3 , 946,550 -0- 

$678,058 $5,143,000 $535,000 

429 -0- $281,300 

$10,000 60 -0- 

17 -0- $6 , 000 

40 -0- $12 , 900 

37 16 $52 , 500 
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State and Cit Project Description 
e t i n u e d )  

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue 

La Crosse 

La Crosse 

Milwaukee 

Milwaukee 

Milwaukee 

Milwaukee 

Milwaukee 

Wausaukee 

Loan to assist in construc- $2,000 , 000 $10,372 , 190 -0- 161 -0- $223,422 
tion of ten-story office 
tower in downtown location. 

Loan to assist in rehabili- $250,000 $1,177,595 $150,000 88 -0- $26,139 
tation and restoration of 
a vacant historic structure 
in downtown location for use 
as office and retail space 
and a restaurant. 

Loan to help steel casting $2,060,000 $14,453,491 -0- 
company purchase heavy equip- 
ment to be used in expansion 
of production facilities. 

sewer improvements for a nen 
research park. First tenant 
will be a local electronics 
firm which will build a new 
engi neeri ng f ac i 1 ity . 
company to construct new building 
and install equipment for the 
manufacture of a new product line. 

electronics company for ac- 
quisition of capital equip- 
ment for plant expansion. 

Financial aid for water and $191,800 $2,360,000 -0- 

Loan to enable steel products 275 , 625 $3,500,000 -0- 

Financial assistance to $373,500 $4,552,000 -0- 

Second mortgage loans to $2,000,000 $8,000,000 $2,770,000 
low- and moderate-income 
home buyers enabling them 
to qualify for first mort- 
gage for new housing to be 
built in Park West corridor. 

Grant to City to provide 
water, sewer and road 
service to allow a company 
to expand its facilities 
in a new office/garage to 
be built on the last 
remaining undeveloped 1 and 
in the village. 

$155,000 $504,143 $567,252 

350 -0- $76,271 

22 -0- $52,899 

70 -0- $46,154 

100 -0- $72,101 

-0- 200 $315,918 

5 -0- $15,000 

A-52 

~ 


